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are and never will know all of them 0 And, second., wa will not be able to destroy 

com fttssfijss 

all eneny s eagoing ^ simultaneously before theyvgat off theirIn 

' },1r&'l£' &y~ ( «.;• 

addition, manned aircraft are of no use In a pre-emptive war<> If vp.try to cq~ 
oordinate missiles and bombers so» that the strikes arrive on target at the same time 

such tremendous universal effort by United States would be known by Russia several 

fyss/A* * 

hours before bombers oould. hrrive and t ' would launch their strip s against U 3 0 

If we use missiles first, the landing of first missile would cause all bombers 

and missiles in Russia to be launched and our bombers arriving hours later would 

be bombing empty sites and empty airfields» It is surprising that A1,r Force is 

1 , 
■Sponsoring a pre-emptive strike because a pre-emptive strike means an‘all ballistic 


missile strike and sounds the death knell of bombers 0 
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9 December i960 
Pages 1812 - 1824, and. 

yens By THE SECRETARIES 
-i#'* to the 

v -•* JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

on 

REVIEW OF THE INITIAL NSTL AND SIOP (U) 

References: a. J.C.S. 2056/165 

j.o.s. 2056/189 
0. j.c.s. 2056/191 

1. At the meeting of the Secretary of Defense, the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff and the commanders of unified and 
specified commands in Omaha, Nebraska, on 2 December i960, 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff approved the JCS SIOP-62 and the 
NSTL. Subsequently, at their meeting on 9 December i960, 
the Joint chiefs of staff approved the recommendations Ir. 
paragraphs 7, 8 and 9 of the report by the J-3 in the Enclo¬ 
sure hereto. 





2. The memorandum in Appendix "A" was forwarded as JCSM-560-60, 
dated 9 December i960. The message in Appendix "B" was dis- 
patohed as JCS 987018, dated 9 December i960, to the addressees 
indicated therein. 


3. In that the commandant had expressed direct concern of 
the Marine Corps in this matter, the provisions of Title 10, 
U.S. Code 141 (0), applied and were followed. 
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ENCLOSURE 

REVIEW OF THE INITIAL NSTL AND SIOP (U) 


THE PROBLEM 

3. To review the National Strategic Target List (NSTL) 
and the Single Integrated Operational Plan (SIOP) 
suomitted by the Director, Strategic Target Planning (DSTP) 
in -< 0 :pi:.?r.ce with the guidance contained In the National 
Strategic Targeting and Attack Policy (NSTAP)* and SM-810-60, 
dated 19 August 1960.** 


FACTS BEARING ON THE PROBLEM 

2. For facts bearing on the problem, see Append x "d". 

DISCUSSION 

3. For discussion, 3ee Appendix "E". 

CONCLUSIONS 

While review and analysis of the intial NSTL and SIOP and 
the conclusions therefrom must follow after receipt of those 
documents, the nature of the planning efforts evident to date 
and the extent of participation of the repreoentatlves of the 
unified and specified commands in that planning indicate that: 

a. The Joint Chiefs of Staff NSTL and SIOP-62 are satis¬ 
factory for the integration of the initial national stra¬ 
tegic attack. 

b. The Joint Chiefs of Staff NSTL and SIOP-62, as sub¬ 
mitted by the DSTP should be promulgated to the unified 
and specified commands and provided to the Services and the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff as documents approved for use in the 
preparation of detailed implementing plans and procedures. 
Promulgation should be in conformance with Implementation of 
established Joint Chiefs of Staff polioy on distribution of 
the NSTL and SIOP,*** 


* Enclosure “A" to JCS £056/165 
** On File In the Joint Secretariat 

*** jcs 2056/191 
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£. 1 April 1961 should he established as the effective 
date of Joint Chiefs of Staff SIOP- 62 . 

s- 

5, Review of Joint Chiefs of Staff NSTL and SIOP-62 should 

continue directed toward identifying areas to be investigated 

for possible change in developing the next NSTL/S10P. These 

would include methods to be followed in preparation, policy 

guidance (including bringing the NSTAP and Joint Strategic 

Capabilities Plan (JSCP) into consonance), organization and 

procedures of the Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff (JSTPS), 

and recommendations derived from wargaming Joint Chiefs of Staff 
/ 

SIOP* 62 . These recommendations are desired from each nember 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the commanders of unified and 
specified commands and the Director, strategic Target Pla., 
ring, as soon as practicable.^' 

6 , Included in the measures for review of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff NSTL and SIOP-62 should be a wargame of the SIOP by the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff as well as by the commanders of unified 
and specified commands for their respective parts of the SIOP, 
Howaver, the effective date of the SIOP should not be delayed 
pending receipt of results of that wargame. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

7, It is recommended that the Joint Chiefs of Staff: 

a. Approve the conclusions contained in paragraphs 4, 5, 
and 6 . 

/ 

b. Dispatch the memorandum at Appendix ''A" to the 
Secretary of Defense. 

c_. DiBpatch message at Appendix "B". 

d. Approve the memorandum promulgating the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff SIOP-62 at Appendix ’'C". 
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8, It is recommended that copies of this paper HOT he 
forwarded to-’commanders of unified and specified commands. 


9. In consonance with the provisions of J.C.S. Memorandum 
of Policy No. 83, it is recommended that copies of this paper 
NOT he forwarded to U.S. officers assigned to NATO activities. 


r 
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APPENDIX "A" 

DRAFT 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
Subject: Single Integrated Operational Plan (SIOP-62)(U) 

1. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have approved Joint Chiefs of 
Staff National Strategic Target List (NSTL) and the Single 
Integrated Operational Plan (SIOP-62) for the integration of 
the Initial national strategic attack. Joint Chiefs of Staff 
NSTL and SIOP-62 will be promulgated to the commanders of 
unified and specified commands and provided to the Services 
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff as documents approved for their 
use in the preparation of detailed implementing plans and pro¬ 
cedures . 

2. 1 April 1961 is established as the effective date of 
Joint Chiefs of Staff SIOP-62. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

AF IN : 36671 (29 Oct 60) STAFF MESSAGE DIVISJOfI 

the Slop. THE JOINT STAFF REPRESENTATIVES TABLED A WORKING 
PAPER ON SUCH A CONCEPT FOR CONSIDERATION OF THE ASSEMBLED 
REPRESENTATIVES. THIS PAPER PROVIDED A COlSiCEPT TO GIVE 
GUIDANCE TO THE JSTPS FOR THE PREPARATION OF ANY DETAILED 
ANNEX TO THE SIOP, WHICH MIGHT BE REQUIRED TO COVER THE 
SUBJECT OF COMMAND, CONTROL AND EXECUTION. VARIOUS CHANGES, 
MOST OF THEM MINOR, WERE PROPOSED IN THE WORDING OF THE JOINT 
STAFF PAPER AND MUCH DISCUSSION TOOK PLACE ON THE SUBJECT OF 
^E-HO UR AND^ H-HOUR. SAC WANTED AN E-HOUR SEPARATED FROM THE 

■- ... . .oWH* 

RCS_JT 7 HOUR BY A PLANNING FACTOR OF 15 MINUTES. JOINT STAFFD 
REPRESENTATIVES PROPOSED THE PLANNING FACTOR OF 15 MINUTES 
BE INCORPORATED IN THE PLAN AND THAT ONLY ONE BASE TIME 
(REFERENCE HOUR) BE USED, FROM WHICH ALL TIMING WOULD BE 
ORIGINATED. OTHER CINC REPRESENTATIVES STATED THAT THEY 
WOULD ^IVE WITH EITHER SYSTEM. FURTHER DELIDERATIONS ON THE ' 
SUBJECT OF COMMAND, CONTROL AND EXECUTION TOOK PLACE ON 25 

OCTOBER. A WORKING PAPER ON THIS SUBJECT, WHICH WAS AGREED ' 

To BY ALL CONFEREES WITH THE EXCEPTION OF THE H/E-HOUR 

QUESTION, WAS TAKEN BACK TO WASHINGTON BY REPRESENTATIVES OF 

THE JOINT STAFF FOR USE AS THE BASIS FOR A JCS PAPER ON THE 
SUBJECT. INFORNAL WORD WAS RECEIVED FROM SAC OPERATIONS ON 
27 OCTOBER THAT THEY WERE DRAFTING A MESSAGE FOR DISPATCH TO 
THE JCS INDICATING THAT THEY WOULD AGREE TO THE SINGLE 

Reproduction of this message in whole or in part is prohibited without 
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approval of THE OFFICE OF PRIMARY INTEREST. 


LMAy BE USED 



COPY NO. 
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Secret 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
STAFF MESSAGE DIVISION 

AP IN : 36671 (29 Oct 60) 

REFERENCE HOUR CONCEPT, WITH THE 15 MINUTE PLANNING FACTOR 

ABSORBED IN THE OPTION SHEET. <B> THE FOLLOWING ITEMS WERE 

HANDCARRIED TO JOS IN WASHINGTON ON 27 OCTOBER BY CAPTAIN MOORE: 

ONE MAGNETIC TAPE FOR ALERT FORCE DG2 CARDS , ONE MAGNETIC TAPE FOR 

ALERT FORCE DGZ PRINT-OUT, ONE MAGNETIC TAPE F.OR, NSTL DATA BASEo three 

PRINT -OUTS OF THE ALERT FORCE DGZ WITH COLUMNAR TITLES,, 

BT 
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Reproduction of this message In whole or in part is prohibited without 
approval of THE OFFICE OF PRIMARY INTEREST. 
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RR YFEAMFXS YFHMW YFTUDXP REL BY ADM BURKE OP-00 

DE YFEAMW Qt 9 Vjtnmi on n, , 

R 2019332 h0 { 20 21 19 

FMTJfTO 

TO cinclantflt 

CINCPACFLT 
CINCUSNAVEUR 
SECTION ONE OF TWO 

TOPSECRE T//EXCLUSIVE FOR ADMS FELT, DENNISON, SMITH AND 
SIDES FROM BURKE. WE RECEIVED THE FOLLOWING BRIEFING DATA FROM 
ARMY SOURCES. THIS IS A PRIVILEGED PAPER. IT IS AISO A WORKING 
DRAFT AND MAY BE CHANGED. GENERAL DECKER.JS TO BE BRIEFED ON 
THIS WITHIN NEXT TWO OR THREE DAYS. IN GENERAL, IT COINCIDES 
CLOSELY WITH OUR POSITIONS. WE HOPE TO GET OUT A SIMILAR POSITION 
AND PLAN OF ACTION WITHIN NEXT FEW DAYS. PAPER FOLLOWS. QUOTE* 

' I. NORTHERN BASES. USE OF NORTH ERN STAGING BA SES BY THE SOVIET 
BOMBER FLEET INCREASES GREATLY TtS _ §UVIET ATTACK CAPABILITY 
AGAINST CONUS. IN ORDER TO SECURE THE MAXIMUM SUREEISE, IT IS 
UNLIKELY THAT THESE BASES WILL HAVE BEEN OCCUPIED PRIOR TO 
VTHE LAUNCH OF AN INITIAL SOVIET MISSILE ATTACK. RAPID US MISSILE 
ATTACK AGAINST THESE BASES COULD DEGRADE SIGNIFICANTLY THE 
HEIGHT OF THE INITIAL OR F0LLQK=0iLS.0.VIET BOMBER ATTACK AGAINST 
| yONUS t THE BOMBER ATTACKS NOW PROGRAMMED PROWL? WOULD NOT, 

2 d@STRAlNT , S X ALERT FORCE WEAPONS ALO NE CREATE AN EXCES SIVE ; 

ANONTOLERABIE RADIOLOGICAL HAZARD IN MANY PERIEHERKUABEAS + 

BUT MOST NCTAinTTN'StJlTPirKOSEATTHlS HAZARFWILL INCREASE 
WHENTFOILOWfmtimCES-ARE-CONSIDE RED ANBJMgS _NQI-SSN5JJP&B-THE , 
EFFECTS ARISING FROM SOVIET_ WEAPONS. IN ORDER TO REDUCE THIS 
HAZARD TO ACCEPJABIE^IEVELS MEANS - MUST BE FOUND TO DIVERT 
HJNNEEPEU WEAPCTST^uZMmY A GREATER PROPORTION OK^flRBlffiST) 
WEAPONS, TO EMPLOYES MILLER) WEAPONS, OR TO FOREGO ATTA€K-of-^ 
TARGETS WHOSE DESTRUCTIONS NfiLTRULY ESSENTIA'!^- 


'UNNEEDED WEAPCRsT Til 
WEAPONS, TO EMPLOYES! 
TARGETS WHOSE DESTRtP 


n '» 

-X 


3. ARMED RECONNAISSANCE. THERE IS A WIDE RANGE OF SOVIET AIR 
BASES ANDC§OSPECTEDSMISSI IE SITES CONSTITUTING POTENTIAL OR 
POSSIBLE THREATS”TO CONUS. SHEER NUMBERS PRECLUDE THE TARGETING 
OF ALL THESE. UNDER THE SYSTEM OF ASSURANCES USED-TRERE WILL 
BE RESIDUAL WEAPONS WHICH WILL BE BURST IN THE <rCRATES5> OF 
PREVimOsAPONS. DIVERSION OF T H ESE W EAPONgnToT^DRECON- 
NAISSANOETTff PILOT OPTION, COULD BE USED TO ATTACK ADDITIONAL 

§ LITARY TARGETS OF OPPORTUNITY. NO SUCH PROGRAM OR CAPABILITY 
PROVIDED. 

4. INTERDICTION. NEITHER INTERDICTION OF I NTERNA L SINO-SOVIET 
COMMUNICATIONS NOR OF LINESOF^SOMMUNLCATIORS - SUPPORTING 
PERIPHERAL FORCES IS EMBRACEDIN THE NSTAP. AN EFFECTIVE 
INTERDICTION PROGRAM COULD MARKEDLY REDUCE THE WEIGHT OF 
SOVIET ATTACK AGAINSTJEmKffiSAMREAS AS WELL AS RETARD 
ECONOMIC AND INDUST RIALcRECOVEm ACCOMPLISHMENT OFTAT 
EFFEmVETWRDICTION PROGRAM, BOTH WITHIN THE USSR AND IN 
SUPPORT OF THEATER FORCES IS A DESIRABLE ALTERNATIVE TO THE 
UNNECESSARY INFLATION O F ASSUR ANCE LEVELS AND ATTACK OF 
IESS~"IMP5RTANT ~~Tfi1?GET gl 


. 2, GUIDANCE, the relation of the NSTAP to the total general 

NfUEAP,TTSmUCUIIMNCzZxsLH—- 
SOMETIMES VAGUE AND CONTRADICTORY. CLARIFICATION OF THE NSTAP IS 
REQUIRED ALONG WITH CLOSE CORRELATION OF THE NSTAP WITH 
PARALLEL GUIDANCE IN JSCP AND'E1SEWHERE. 

r 

«. POINT SYSTEM. THE SAC TARGET POINT WORTH SYSTEM HAS WIDE¬ 
SPREAD EFFECTS BOTH IN THE SELECTION OF THE NSTL AND IN THE 
APPLICATION OF SIOP FORCES. CAREFUL RE-EVALUATION IS NEEDED 
TO EQUATE THE ARBITRAR Y POINT VALUES TO THE NSTAP OBJECTIVES. 

7. FLEXIBILITY. THE SIOP CONTAINS NO PROVISION FOR DIVERSION OF 
L ATER PROGRAMMED ATTACKS AGAINST TARGETS strike fittnrags.yi^ v 
IN "THE LAKUEITpHASES, THIS LACK OF FLEXIBILIT Y IN THE SIOP 
CAUSES IT TO FALL SHORT OF THE MOST ECONOMICAL EMPLOYMENT OF 

available forces, and compounds Constraint problems, with 
flexibility the same level of assurance against THE ATTACK 

BASE COULD BE ATTAINED AT LESS COST IN DELIVERY FORCES. 


RR YFEAMFXS YFHMW YFTUDXP REL BY ADM BURKE OP-00 

DE YFEAMW 02 
R 201933Z 

FM CNO * on 91 

TO CINCIANTFLT i -J' J/ -J /. L JO 

cincpacflt 

CINCUSNAVEUR 
FINAL SECTION OF TWO 

TOPSECRE T//EXCLUSIVE FOR ADMS FELT, DENNISON, SMITH AND 
SIDES FROM BURKE. 

8 , TTMTNG. THE PROVISIONS OF THE NSTAP LIMITING THE SI OP TO 
THglNITIAL Am£k AND YET ACCOMPLISHING UNDER THE SIOP THE 
SraSTEGTC-ATTStK NECESSARY TO PUT THE UNITED STATES IN A 
/ £QSXIIIM-JlROtL^ I-CH--ULTIMATELY TO PREVAIL TEND TO CREATE 
(INFLATED FORCE REQUIREMENTS'* AN EXTENSION OF THE SIOP IN 

TTOE~ TO TI D P ER M IT USE'~9F~AN ORDERLY TIME-PRIORITY OF ATTACK 
! WITH LESSENED FORCE REQUIREMENTS. IMPORTANT BUT IMMOBILE 
TARGETS CONSTITUTING ONLY A LONG-TERM OR INDIRECT~1 5IEAT 
(E.G.. URBAN-INDUSTRIAL COMPLEXES. rRTGHT THEN BE - ATTACKED . „ 

OfTlTDE^ D c 

9. CRITICAL INDUSTRY. THE NSTAP OBJECTIVE OF DESTRUCTION OF 
53 PERCENT OFrl WUSTRlAb FLOOR SPACE IN MAJOR URBAN-INDUSTRIAL 
COMPIEXES IS I NDISCRIMINATE AND.-BROBABLY WASTEFUL OF RETALIATORY 

^EFFORT. THE "HORIZONT A L"UNDUSTRIAl> TARGETITTOs CONTRARY TO 
'THE PRINCIPLE OF ATTACK iNTJEPTtT'TVERTI CALLY) AGAINST CRITICAL 
INDUSTRIAL SEGMENTS, A POLICY FOUND TO BE MOST PROFITA BLE ' IN ' 
iTHE POST WORLD WAR II STRA TEGIC BOMBARDMENT S URVEY. 

110* INITIATIVE VS RETALIATORY. THE SIOP IS NEITHER CLEARLY A 
RETAILIATORY PLAN NOR .CLEARLY AN INITIATIVE PLAN. 'UOUNTERFTJRCE 
RECEIVES HIGHER PRECEDENCE THAN IS L/ARMNTED^FOR A RETALIATORY 
PLAN AND LESS PRECEDENCE THAN IS WARRANTED FOR AN INITIATIVE 
.PLAN. OPTTON S ARE N EEDED FOR THESE TWO BASIC CONDITIONS. 

11. NSTL INCONSISTENT. THE NSTL SUBMITTED IS NOT CONSISTENT ' ? 

WITH THE NSTAP OBJECTIVES. IT DOES NOT IDENHXY URBAN-INDUSTRIAL 
TARGET COMPIEXES} IT OVER EMPHASI2ES NON-PRODUCTIVE MILITARY 
TARGETS, SUCH AS AIRFIELDS WITH NO CURRENT - CAPSBTII33fr~AN5 — AIR 
LOGISTIC FACILITIES. ^--- 

12. INCOMPLETE ANALYSIS. SUFFICIENT DATA HAS NOT BEEN AVAILABLE 
FOR SEARCHING ANALYSIS OF THE NSTL AND SIOP. INSUFFICIENT TIME 
REMAINS PRIOR TO PRESENTATION OF THE NSTL AND SIOP TO THE 
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE TO PERMIT THOROUGH ANALYSIS EVEN IF THE 
REQUISITE LATA SHOULD BECOME AVAILABLE. THUS ACTION. ON THE NSTL 
AND SIOP MUST BE CONDITIONAL TO SUBSEQUENT, MORE ADEQUATE 
REVIEW, 

13. NEED TO GAME SIOP. AN OBJECTIVE WAR GAME OF THE SIOP IS 
REQUIRED TO VALIDATE PENETRATION FACTORS AND TO ESTABLISH 
AND EVALUATE THE EFFECT OF BASE^SIJRVIVAL CONSIDERATIONS. * 

14. ASSURANCE NOT GREATER THAN 90 PERCENT. APPLICATION OF FORCES 
TO ATTAIN ASSURANCES OF 90 PERCENT AND HIGHER IS UN-PRODUCTIVE 
AND WASTEFUL OF DELIVERY FORCE CAPABILITIES. BETTER USE COULD 

1BE MADE OF FORCES NOW SO COMMITTED BY PROGRAMMING THEM TO 
I ASCERTAIN WHETHER THE PRIMARY TARGET HAS BEEN STRUCK AND 


1 ° 0 ) 107 20 21 5 ^ 
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15i WEATHER FACTOR. THE APPLICATION OF THE WEATHER FACTOR USED 
BY THE JSTPS'IS WASTEFUL OF DELIVERY CAPABILITIES, RIGID APPLICATION 
OF THIS FACTOR TO NON ALL-WEATHER FORCES DURING THE FOLLOW-ON PHASE 
APPEARS UNNECESSARY, ESPECIALLY FOR H IGHLY SURVIVABLS MOBILE FORCES . 

1<S. CAPABILITIES PLAN VERSUS MINIMUM NSTL. THE NSTL SUBMITTED BY 
THE DSTP IS A LIST OF THE TARGETS WHICH COULD BE ATTACKED WITH 
DESIRED ASSURANCES BY THE FORCES M ADE AVAILABLE . IT IS A CAPABILITY 
LIST DERIjffiD_ZSOM A CAPABILITY PLAN. IT INCLUDES THEATER TARGETS 
AND C&JNUSTARGEtS NOT PROPERLY A PART OH-THE OBJECTIVE AfiSTGNirn. 

THE NSTlrlNTEHggl) fiY~~SE~CKK'i r ARY ~0F DEFENSE AND THE JCS WAS A 
STRATEGIC RETALIATORY) OBJECTIVE7 THUS TARGETS NOT A PART OF THE 
STRATEGIC RgTffUATOHY OBJECTIVES (NSTL) AND NOT DIRECTLY NECESSARY 
TO THE ATTACK OF THE NSTL SHOULD BE EXCLUDED FROM THE SIOP AND 
INCORPORATED IN RELATED OR SUPPORTING UNIFIED AND SPECIFIED 
ppviMrtMn PTAWQ. nPPAtWP TTq FT PqT PPT.nPT TV MATTTRP . THP STOP MT GPT 

PROPERLY ESTABLISH CERTAIN REQUIREMENTS IN THESE CONCURRENT ATTACKS 
FOR COORDINATION PURPOSES. 
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DATE 

22 November I960 
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^ _ ABM BURKE 0P-00 _ 
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// TOP SECRET // 

EXCLUSIVE EXCLUSIVE' EXCLUSIVE 

Exclusive for Adms Felt® Dennison and Smith, from Burke* 

Y 9 

Part" I>/‘Subject is general plan action NSTL/SIOP discussions Omaha 1-2 Leo. . ■ 

j « - , 

1 0 Objectives, We are faced with faot that SeoLef will approve USTL/SIOP in one ( ! 

form or another by 1 Jan 1961® It would be preferable to have this first NSTL/SIOR' J? 'Iv*-; 

-*— --— ' ■f # - 

' . 

approved contingent upon incorporation of changes that preli m inary spot cheoks sho| f [ 

to he necessary and war gaming to prove Validity. I doubt if this can be sold. Is 
best alternative, propose to advocate approval of DSTL/SIOP with provisos that: 

(a) JCS review NSTAP and develop more realistic damage criter ia, olariftr guidance 

$ 

reassurance of delivery at BEL, and size of KSTL. (b) JCS analyze and review plan to- 
insure all aspects of plan are sound, (c) Plan be war gamed under JCS control, and 
that following these steps guidance be given to Director Joint Strategic Target " : 

Planning and that he be directed to come up with a new and revised USTL/SIOB six vV- , - 
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PRECEDENCE 

(ACT) 

□ flash 

jJNFO) 

QEMERGENCY 

□ 


□ 

j P^PRIORITY 

□ 

□routine 

□ 

□peferreo 

□ 


EXCLUSIVE 


TOs cincpacelt/cinclmtelt/ciecusnaveur 


months after receipt of such revised guidance. 




2. Our approach should be that this NSTL/SIOE. is a good first effort but many areas 

such as damage oriteria, point system, assurance levels, ^constradn^b need further 
DRAFTERi 00 BIST: 00, 09 
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EXCLUSIVE 


EXCLUSIVE 


// TOP SECRET // 

examination as does JCS guidance to DSTP and compressed,; time' soale for NSTL/SIOP 
development and thus hasty planning make revisions anCfefinemeixts ''essential. 

Part II. ~ - 

3 0 I<^r views are as expressed in my 060403Z5 plus additions'as follows: 

J4? A. Dissents. % > 

■'h , . . 

(l) On application of weather/darkness faotor. Suggest CIHGPAC he the 
one to broach, this dubjeot followed hy CEJCIANT statement of. his views on this 

X ' L. ** 

subject. I will take "the position that imposition of weather factor is legitimate 
hut that as far as darkness faotor is concerned carrier non-all-weather attacks 
should he programmed on flexible TOTs. However, reliability of various weapons 
systems is determined by mathematical formula with factors in forpila developed from 
experience or expeoted physical conditions. It will be most difficult to object to 
their formula or their factors unless we can actually disprove their validity or 
supply other more valid formulae or factors. We have not been able to develop 
any new mathematical approaoh and the pseudo mathematical appkoach^used to get the i 

-- " V * A 

HSTL and SIOP assigned to Omaha in the first place had an impelling"fascination for | 
SeoDef and was the prinoipal reason for his decision. 
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EXCLUSIVE 


EXCLUSIVE 


EXCLUSIVE 


// TOP SECRET // 

(2) Assurance levels* Suggest CINOLANT "broach this subject with assist 
from CIKGPAC and Army if we can obtain their support,. SACEUR may address this subject,, 
Suggest Smith obtain Korstad's views* CKO will cite examples of what appears to be 

_ y 

excessive assurance, i*e„, Moscow XLwpns, Stalingrad Xlwpns, Kaliningrad X wpns, 202 
IGZ with 97 °fo assurance, and draw attention to comparison with President's action on 


„ (5) Size of KSTL JRumber of targets and DGZ being generated in Omaha are 

oonstantly being changed and therefore specific analysis is most difficult* Mote that 
in last few days JSTPS has reduced si z e of list .^omewhat* Believe now, on further 


consideration, figures cited in Part II A 1, my 060403Z may be too high* (ONlJ) 
preliminary estimates target list approximately 500 PGZa will get enemy nuclear 
delivery forces, major military and governmental controls and urbafc. industrial targets 
to 2009 level* This compares with 750 DGZs for JSTPS minimum HSTL for same categories 
of targets* Suggest CINCLAKT address this one* CKO will ; oite OKI figures above in 
support of position K STL may be too large and oomplete KSTL (not quote minimum KSTL 
unquote) exceeds guidance in KSTAP* 


B* Other points for discussion* 


vvW V 


(l) donstraJrrt^ This of particular oonoern to SACETO, CIK0PA0 a nd Army* 
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• ■ targeting effort is joint -» in ^ m der dCB as oppose* ■ 

«-* intelligence support gro^ ^ ^ jol> nut constant* averted by 
to executive agent type errang ^ obtain irmy support for this, 

unilatera! pressures and interests. 

—^ « is probatXy test one to address ttis 

(5) Distribution . ^ Ser Hoe Ctiefs -at have oonpXete 

tuitiaXXy. OHO position is that . ^ ^ ^ to fra^ent pXen so ttat 
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before JCS. » bucking. Hope gat reaped prior X - nesting but dent if pos-a. 

C5 ) cennand and Control. Phis is a hot subjjeot in JCS now. I think it 
would he hast not to initiate discussion of this at Omaha on basis that it is a 

sublet for JOS resolution. Mr .roe nay bring up and we thin* it mandator, « 

• * w TPS Will attempt to prime Lemnitzer and 

fim oontrol he retained and exercised b£_JCS. Will a 

Decker on this approaoh. 

(6) Panage Criteria. OHO will bring up this sublet with recordation 

criteria should ha emnined careful* by JOS and JOS stance ha eranined and 

possibly nodifie, intend raise cuesti^iff^^^ 

p lan (they are not) . May he able get Kistiakovsky and other service supper 

° n8 ° w + rwo will raise Question validity high level 

(7) Individual Target Effort. CNO wxll rao.se q 

t 4 . fnr example Kharkov where bombers must fly over 

of effort required hit some targ -- - , / 
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unrealistic and leads to inflated force requirements to plan solely on the basis of 

' worst sjtnatio n for our own forces and the best f or the enemy. 

v ‘ ^ (3I2) Alfa and Bravo Point Systems. Suggest CINCPAC address this subject. 
cm position is that system for development of Alfa and Bravo points needs detailed 
examination. Further that systems are not now compatible for development of optimum 
mix. Omega points (arbitrary mix of Alfa and Bravo points) also questionable. 

(13) SIOPo Copy received in OPNAY* 19 November now under study. Will 

"forward comments soonest. 

Part III. 

recommendation to SeoDef that new HSTL/SIOS- ip developed earliest should 

be based on: 

(a) NSTL unnecessarily large. 

(b) Damage criteria are excessively high. 

(c) Assurances excessive - force requirements inflated. 

| (d) Constraints criteria probably cannot be observed i f damage an d 

.assurance criteria are both kept high. 

(e) Independent war gaming neoessary to assess validity of plan. 
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1. IJortherii Baines a 'irrny position was^a&drss sVd by CIHCAL -in PbifcyV - r 

Committee Meeting Mo. 5» Agree -with Army philosophy but present itieaile'Veliabllity,~, Jj® 
available geodesy, and lack of detailed intelligence appears to preclude attacks ’ - 
this area beyond level programmed in this SIOP for manned bombers o ~'”'PP 

2. Interdiction . Interdiction targets, of co'.rse, should be struck but 

interdiction targets should not be in NSTL or SIOP. Destruction of interdlcti'.i= p| 

targets is job of Unified Commanders. W-f* 

•» ” {*«*» 

3. TMmi I do not agree with Army position. SIOP s hould be restricted ' 

only to initial strikes. There is going to be a lot -of confusion after initial ! 

IV. 

strikes and control of subsequent operations must rest m Unified Commanders ? - 

and local commanders. They must exeroise their initiative and use forces which 1 .. - 

1 ' 1 . 
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(2} (These conclusions suggest that the carrier forces 
should not he assigned H-hoyir responsibility for any 
pre-planned strategic targets. 

(3) Possibly the carrier forces should be considered 
as having three primary functions: 

fine* As a str ategic reser ve for follow-up attack as 
required. 

/ * 

2sjo! is a mobile limited war force. 

Threes As an element of a unified commander's forces, 
when on station, with target'responsibilities in Bupport 
of the loca l comm ander's plans — but not to include any 
targets oi the national strategic target list, 
e. With aspect to the POLARIS submarine force, I would 
leave this force under naval control until a proven weapon 
system has boon developed, if the POLARIS submarine force 
developes a iiignlficant combat capability (in terms of 
reliability end weight of efforts which can be delivered on 
target), we nay then find that | Unified strategic Command 
is required. Such a command eventually might have 
subordinate component commands for aircraft, for land-based 
missiles and for sea-based missiles. If a Unified Strategic 
Command is not established eventually, as a minimum, the 
targets to be attacked by POLARIS and the timing of attack 
should be derived from a sin gle Integrated operat ional plan. 

Y _.. . --- 


I therefore believe that an appropriate nucleus of Naval 
officers should be assigned at an early date to MNCSAC's 
operational planning staff. For the immediate future these 
officers would assiBt in the development of an integrated 
operational plan, and they would constitute a nucleus of 
Naval personnel if later decision were made to establish a 
Unified strategic Command. 
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27. Assuming that for the immediate future we are to take no 
aotion on the proposal for the'establishment of a Unified 
Strategic Command, but assuming that we do talcd aotion to 
develop a single integrated operational plan, we would then be 
in a position to do more effective operational analysis and war 
gaming, and these exercises could be conduoted under varying 
assumptions. 


28. War gaming does two principal thinge; 

a. It provides additional information which tends to 
validate, invalidate, or modify a target system; and 

b. it indicates the feasibility or infeasibility of the 
operations plan and the results which could be expected 
from execution of the plan. 


29. The policy direction of this type of war gaming should be 
above Service or command level. '..There is no capability within 
the Joint Staff at the present time for this kind of analysis 
and war gaming. It haB been done in the past bs /nand, by SAC, 
by the Air Staff Plana and Intelligence organization, and by 
the NESC (whioh relies heavily for) support on the Services and 
DASA), The Joint Chiefs of Staff are currently considering 
. methods by whioh this type of war gaming could be performed for 
them. It has been suggested that DASA might perform the 
function, or that it might be performed by the Air Battle 
Analysis Division of the Directorate of Plans, Air Staff, under 
either solution, the JCS organization should provide the policy 
guidance and terms of reference for each analytical study or 


war game which is conduoted. The agency making the study for 
the JCS would not make policy - but would provide electronic 


computers and trained personnel for doing the mechanical Job of 
analysis, wherever this function is assigned, the Joint chiefs 
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of staff need a way gaming capability which la responsive to 
Joint Chiefs of Staff policy control. This does not require a 
large new agency, it does require decision as to what 
existing agency will do this work. 


The Question o f Operational Contr ol 
of the Strata goroes Involved - 

30. Up to this point, this memorandum haB been focused 

entirely on resolving the issues associated with the national 


strategic target system. However, when we get into the 
question of operational control we must broaden the problem to 
include an examination of employment of atomic weapons by 
unified commanders having an area responsibility. These 
commanders traditionally have insisted that certain strategic 
targets were of such importance to accomplishment of their 
local missions that they should have the responsibility for 
seeing that they were neutralized or destroyed. To eliminate 
duplication in targeting brought about by this situation the 
following decision ia required: As a general policy, targets 
on the national strategic target system list will not be 
included as H-hour objectives of the forces of unified com¬ 


manders, and forces will not be Justified nor programmed for 
such attack. 


31. However, the local area commander haB a legitimate 
concern and responsibility with respect to enemy military forces 
which jj annot strike Immediately at t he United States, but 
which have the range and capabilltTto~threaten local forces 
and installations. There may be one or several strategic 
targets interspersed in the same geographic area. The 
problem is therefore one of possible mutual in terference ) not 
on a single target basis, but on an area basis. 
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38. Jasmins tot to series of decisions uhlan I nave 
outlined were tow, the question of operational control of the 
various strike fortes and the problem of avoiding mutual 
interference would be greatly simplified. they would be 
sreatly simplified because mutual In terference resulting from 
twu or more eernmnds targeting to Jama objective for H-hour 
attack would be largely eliminated.:' We would have an approved 
national strategic target list and a single integrated 
operational plan for strategic attack. These documents would 
provide a sound basis for to neoespary coordination of to 
operational plans of local oommandeis with OnroSAO's plan. 
Potential conflicts could be worked out between to commanders 
- concerned by analysis of routes to and from target, by agreement 
on taming, and by transfers of targets between comands as 
dictated by good judgment, Conflicts not reconcilable between 
cosmanders would have to be solved by to Joint Chief of staff, 
but this would be a manageable problem agaiist to background 
of policy decisions whioh I have disoussed. 

33. in my Judgment, we should resolve the Issues which I 
have disoussed as soon as possible. 10 that end, I em 
circulating a copy of this memorandum to to Joint Chiefs of 


/s/ N, F. TWININ3 
Chairman 

Joint ChiefB of Staff 
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M^l. pursuant to agreement at the meeting on 1 December 1959, 
'Enclosure “a" hereto i containing the views of the Chief of staff, 
U.S. Army;* the Chief of Naval Operations;** the Chief of staff, 
U.3. Air Force;*** and the Commandant of the Marine Corps,**** 
on the questions posed by the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of staff. 

In the Enclosure to J.C*3. 2056/134, is circulated for considera¬ 
tion by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 

2, The memorandum by the Chief of Naval Operations for the 

e 

Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, 0p60B/ls, serial 000 362P6O, 
subject* "Target Coordination and Associated Problems", dated 


^ ^ ^3° September 1959# is appended, as Enclosure M S M hereto, at 


V'' 


cX/i 7 ^ the request** of the Chief of Naval Operations. I' 1 . 

5 4 V} 2) C : 

J <Z) f- Q ' v 

r H. L, HILLYARD, U- 

J. 0. COBB, ' N 

Joint Secretariat. 

* CSAM-401-59, dated 15 December 1959; on file in Joint 
Secretariat, 

** Memorandum by the Chief of Naval Operations, 0p-604E/br, 
aerial 000467P60, dated 20 December 1959; on file in 
Joint Secretariat. 

*** CSAFM-565-59# dated 15 December 1959} on file in Joint r 

Secretariat. 

**** Memorandum by the Commandant of the Marine Corps, A03B(6)- ' 

dw/0003A34859, dated 17 December 1959# subject: "Target 
Coordination and Associated problems (0)"; on file in 
Joint Secretariat. _ 
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Bandera of tho unified and opacified 
otranando should provlds for dsvelop- 
nonb of operational strike plena con¬ 
currently and irt the cJwtei of coor¬ 
dination with respaet to atonic aa wall 
as other operations In tbs areas In 
which targets of n» strategic target 
ajateaa ara located. 

?- J. qPESfloit Does the joint Chiefs or staff orfianlzatlon peed poller control of an agency capable of operational aoalrule and war gening of operational plana 1 
AH3WPB 

Too Yaa Ti> Yea 

V. gPESKW If no, what ngatvey should part ora ihi* function. for ih» Joint Chiefs of Starr 1 
AH5BCT 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff nSad a Joint Tho Joint CMeTs of Staff naad a Joint Tba Joint Chlsra of staff should asarclse Tha Joint Chlafa of Staff need a 

operational analysis capability responsive operational analysis capability responsive direction and policy control or Operational operational analysis capability rasp 

to their requirements in order to fulfill to their requirements In order to fulfill analyses and van gealng by rurnlehins taros to their requireoenta in order to fu 

their reapanilbUltlea aa the senior opera- Chair responsibilities aa the senior opera- of re fere DCS, including applicable enure t— their responsibilities aa the senior 

tioaal eaixand aobelon in the M ili t ar y tlonal cosaand aoholon In the allitory tlone, for each analysis or gone* To naaist ttonal ccanand eoholon in the tell Its 

eetebllehnent- Hither Dial or a now Joint sotdbllshBeat. Hither M3A orinw Joint tha Joint Chlafe of Staff and Insure contln- eatabliehaent. Zithar DA3A or * new 

agency could perfora this tunotion for the Agency could perform this funotlon fur the uity of their oontrol In these functions, a Agency could pert ore this function f 

Joint Chiefs of Staff. Joint Chiefs of Staff. new position should be established on the Joint pjefs of Staff. 

Joint Staff, as a Special Assistant to tl» 

Director or the Joint Starr. This offlear 
of general or flag rank eould be lanadlataly 
responsible to the Director of the Joint 
Stafr, and In oddiolon to being ohargad with 

4 

the conduct of war gaalnc, would also be 
designated aa the Executive Director of the 
D® Donage Asssssocnt canter. 

The new special Assistant should be 
ads load and asolatad in acnitorlng the con¬ 
duct of war grass sad danage asaesgnent 
■tudlsa by a Joint Stsorlrig Ccenittea, 
drown froa the Joint stafr and the Srrrtco*. 

ror technical execution of war ganlng, 
operational snelysas and rtanage aaaeoooenb 
studies. It would be neither necessary nor 
scepedcal to divert DXSAs attention to this 
function, which la souplately foreign to Its 
prlnary responsibility to provide technical, 
training, tasting and stockpile Bacagesent 
coordination In support of the ctaaie 
TO? •MBVT weapona field. 




mdfr'eons [deration It t lS"th£ 1 Tlei*of°the vert * frJa rr 7* tbo CholrMn'a nrnor»Trfi=##flr fortha Secretary of Defense, which la the b»ale sourea of the ie queatK 

*r«il to by the Ad'llS CosaMtee f h Chl f f ,U l Orations Shot ter purposes of consideration of the Coalman's IB quesfiiene, that tha answer to question lb should stand as it wao uni 


under consideration. It la the elei 
axreed to hr the Ad Hoc Ccsalttee. 

i t On fils In Joint Secretariat 

W Enclosure to J.C.s. 2055/137 

### Enclosure to J C.S 805S/I3* 
Flic Jo 10 re-to. ) pe 5056/131 
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Chief of qtnfr. i> s. Armr 
(HOIK This question is eonniacrwd bused 
upon the Interpretation «» follows *Vh»t 
agency should imply our strategic targeting 
policy in darrlnping the national strategic 
target system anil in lc aping it up-to-date? J 
The Joint Chiefs or Starr, with the 
aupport of any agency, or kgcnolaa of the 
Joint cniera of staff, which nay be 
required 


Chief of Bevel °per«tlon 3 
[BCTT This question la oonsldored taied 
upon the Interpretation -as follow# 

"Whit agency should apply Our strategic 
targeting policy In developing tha 
national strategic targat syotea and 
In keeping It up-to-d»te»") 

The Joint Chiefs of Starr, with 
tha support of any agamy, or 
agendas of tha Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
•hich nay ba requlrad. 



Chief or Staff. tT.J Mr Keren 
la the eotuiander functlcnallj responsible 
under tha Joint chiefsor Starr for eonduefc 
of tha strategic offanalvt on a world vide 
basis, C 1 SCSAC la uniquely qualified Sod 
equipped to develop and maintain the 
natloval atrataglo targat Hat. Sines lbs 
designation aa a apaelfled ecnaand coder 
tha Joint Chiefs «• staff, tha strategic 
Air Co sn a n d baa, oa a natter of nacaaalty, 
coghUad and collated data from targating 
refarencea and other sources which, for 
all practical j«rpo»ea, eonskltuta tha 
baal* for a national itrategie target 
list. 

' Atonic war planning by tha Joint Cblaf# cr 
Staff U promulgated to the fora of atrataglo 
guidance through the Jo int Strategto Cape- 
hllltlaa H en-' Hist plan la a mission type 
directive embodying guidance to oamendera 
on all sspmot* of attain employment, la- 
eluding targeting policy, weapon prugr u tpg, 
daiwge criteria and constraints. within 
tha T *ve eate r s of thin (ulfiame, asoh ocm- 
nandar develops plana designed to acocn- 
pUeh the wl*»leu* and tasks assigned to 

hi* by tb» joint Chiefs of staff, Aa a 
prerequisite to aoeh plan*, cash ocomndsr- 
dors lops * targat Hat which will permit 
aaoeopllahnant of hla specific missions and 
tasks. Baaed upon priorities of tasks with¬ 
in hla mission, force availability and opera¬ 
tional oonsddentisoa, each eocmander tbra 
selects targata froaj iis t otal Hat which ha 
pragmas for attack In the Atresia Anne* to 
hla war plan. 

jhot as authority let davelopMnt of a 
theatre target list upon which to bane theatre 
war plans eith a tomic an nex strike pra gma* la 
aaaentlal to the theatre emmnder for eccoa- 
pliahnent of hla miaslcn, the authority for 
derslopsant «f a national strategic target list 
aa a basis for hla war plan la eSesptial to the 
contender functionally responsible to the Joint 


Coirrandsnt of the Karine Corps 
[ Kuril This question Is considered bsso 
upon tha interpret ation as follows *»u 
egency should apply our strategic tarsal 
pulley in developing the rationed, stmts 
target system and in hasping It up-to-di 
Tha joint chiefs or staff, with the 
support of any agancy, cr agamies of U 
joint Chiefs of Starr, which nay be coqj 
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vnie r or ' •hit . g 3 Army 
Since the USS& hns the capability to launch 
* nuclear attack against Ua without warping 
at any Line of thalr choosing, cur n:tricar 
rrtaMntory forcrs should be coapoaed of 
»' npons ayitemu which have a ream table 
-assurance of surviving a surprise- Soviet 
attack, rapidly leuneMng their own attack, 
penetrating Soviet defense* sad dollvorlna 
thalr nuelaar warheads accurataly. yor 
this reason, only all-weather capable 
delivery seam should bo atalgnod to pre¬ 
planned attacks against targets, on the 
approved notlttuU strategic Urgat list, 
which cruet be dastreyad In eha imedlste 
reaction to the hostll* attack, other 
mwlear copabJa delivery farca* should 
ba employed primarily In backup, ro¬ 
strum or follow-up attache as requited 
and reaalbla In light of their capa¬ 
bilities and their other olaalona. 


t.A oii/JJlO W Should our aircraft carrier foroaa 

~ «nswaH 

Uhlaas the capabilities of carriers pernlt their 
remaining on station and launching an tmndlate 
strike in any weather 2b hours a day, carrier 
aircraft should not hero responsibility for R- 
hotur coverage or targets on the national 
strategic target list. 


chie f of n»vm Operati ons 
Since the USSR at all tinea has the option 
of launching a nuclear attack against us 
without warning. It Is desirable that tha 
retalintory weapon s ys te m of tha United 
States possess theaa charucterlatlcst 

(n) invulnerability to such anew 
attack,(bl A capability to para trite tbs 
enemy defense systen, (cl Speed of reaction. 

(d) an all-weather capability, (a) Permit 
» hs selection of di versified attack , 
p atterns , K o force should be catggori - 
celly disqualified fro* any alsslan 
because it doe* not possess to the optima 
degree, one or wore or these daalrsblt 
characteristics. It would be Inappro¬ 
priate for the Joint Chiefs of Staff to 
clrdmacribe the prerogatives or the ccn- 
nanders in the field by isposing tactical 
limitations to the extent of saying "no* 
to thla question. Conditions within tbs 
areas of the various onuoaadaxs vary as to 
rarose available, ge og r ap hy another, targets 
eta. The acaaandars should ba permitted 
freedom of action Is the taotic el employ¬ 
ment of their forces to carry out their 
assigned mission. 

Jn substance, thla is * question of 
tactical detail that me own depend upon 
the operational commanders for s pr up e r 
declaim that sill apply to chair respec¬ 
tive areas of operations, 
ba relieved of responsibility Cor H-hour ooverage 


Chief of staff . U s _Alr_por«* 

Ro, inability to pm-determln* the 
conditions under which U.S offenaiva 
forces nay have to be employod 
necessitates thnt they be capable 
constantly ol i medi ftpe oEIcnvlva 
action regordlean af tine or wea ther, 
goplayacnb of forces having less than 
all-weather capability say be appro¬ 
priate in a backup, oupport -er-sub¬ 
s equent p hlea role lr eiremstsnea* 
pomit, but not for assured coverage 
of priority preplanned strategic 
targets 2b hours every day. 


Ct target* on the national strategic target list? 


e ncmandant of etoUarlne dorda 
Since the cssft at all tinea has the 
launching a nuclear attack Against u 
warning. It Is desirable that the re 
weapon systecs of the United States 
these characteristics (a) Invulnar 
to ouch antsy attack, (b) A oapablll 
penetrate tha onomy defense system, 
or reaction, (d) an all-waathar caps 
(a) remit the salaetlon of dlvtralf 
patterns. Ho force should be cstego 
disqualified fros any mlsalon becauai 
not posseas to the opticus degree, oi 
of these desirable ohmraatsrlsttos.T 
be Inappropriate for tha joint Chief 
to elxcumacTlbe the prerogatives of I 
renders in the field by imposing tad 
liultatldna to the extent of saying 1 
thla question. Conditions within tbi 
the various ocnahndars vary as to foi 
abla, gcographK waother, targets, mti 
oaasandars should be pernlt ted freed* 
in the tactical employment or their I 
cany out their easigned mission, 
in substance, this Is a question ol 
do tall that we can depend upon tha o] 
cosaanderm for a proper decision thal 
to their roapwctlve tress or oparatli 


He, Tha cwmandcre of unified omaanda are 
assigned nlsaiooa to be sccoopllshad 
throughout the roll epeetnoe or war — 
cold. United and general. They ora 
assigned a variety or faycas to accomplish 
theaa missions. In order to effect saxlnua 


Unleaa the capabilities of carrier permit 
their rrvalnlng co station and launching 
an lssedlata strike in any wcathae 2k hours 
a day. carrier aircraft should not how 
responsibility for B-Bour coverage 0 f 
targeto on the natlonsl strategic 
target lint. 


Ho. The cocusendere ol unified const 
assigned missions to bn nccoopllshed 
the nu spectrum of war — oold, lie 
ganeral. They are analgned a varlet] 
to secnapllstt theae Moslems. In or t 
offeat raaxlnun economy of force, and 
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CMIPP OP ~r , JT. P S Army 

The nuclear attack slsslon or aircraft 
carrier rorcca should be stated as "In 
general war, attack carrier force* should 
be responsible ror attack or those tarseta 
allocated to then in fch* eoergency plan of 
the coeaandors or the untried or specified 
cossuod to when they are assigned, with 
erphasli, vlthln their capabilities, on 
their antl-subsarlDo warfare role. They 
should coast Ituto a reserve striking force 
to execute res trite* and follow-on noolaar 
■trikes against strategic targete aa 
feasible and as required" 


C hief of Havel Operations 

Mot applicable In slew of answer to 
2 d above 


Chief of staff, lit to Porcg 

The nuclear attoeJc nlsslon of elremrt 
carrier force* should be stated as "In 
goners! war, attack carrier rorcea should 
be reopens tble tor attaelc of thosa taxgatn 
allocated to than In the emergency plan of 
the eesmanrtara of the unified or ■ pacified 
eonand to whm they are assigned, with 
■Bphaiia, within their cwpabllltlea, cn 
their antl-aubaarloe warfare rota. They 
should constitute a reserve itrlkliv fore* 
to exacut* rtatrlke and rollow-cn nueHtr 
•trike* against strategic targets as 
feaalhl* and aa required". 


Coceaandant of the rurlne Corns 

Mot applicable lit view of the onst 
2 d above 



f, OUKSTIOM la there an Isnedlata need for the eatabUetaent of a Unified strategic Coonsodt 

g. saagsa “ «>• to the above question la negative, la a Unified strategic Cosaaod viewed aa daslrabl* for the acre dletant fut ur eT 

- a ^ g7TIon Ir * Strategic coomand la not aatahllahed In the proxinats future, la thsie a requirement for the Integration of opera turns! 

rousts submarines with OWCSAC’s operational plant 
i* fiVEST tOM If bo, how ihoqld this be aeoccipllahedT 
AKswra 


plana for the enployiwnt of 


tor the rwasona stated la tha Chief or 
starr, u.s Amy vise in JCSk-i 7 l-sg» there 
Is no lrcaedlate need for the *etabllshnent 
of a Unified Strategic Cccaoand. As also 
stated In that swBorwndua, the ultlaate 
eccarand atrocture should be determined 
after P0LAHJ3 has been triad and proven. 

PQUJVIS suhaarlne* initially assigned. to 
eocoanders of unified and spec if lad cost- 
Bands exercising operational eocmand of 
najor naval rorcea can he readily esployad 
in accordance with tha concepts fop coor¬ 
dination presented In tha answers to ques¬ 
tions 2 g and h, and 3 a and c. 


ppemiix "a" to j c.s irao/syi 


1. There 1* no Ixnedlet* mad for tha estab¬ 
lishment of a Unified Strategic Cmatad and 
the dswlrahlllty or such a coassand for tha 
nora dletant future la not foreseen. Such 
aselgmsnt of the full responsibility for 
tha attack of ths entire national atrategle 
target system. to a single oonander, la 
subject, to tha'following overriding objec¬ 
tions 

a. It would. In erreet, aatobllah a 
single superior cooaandar over all other 
eercnander* of unified oasaenda, 

b. It wonld therefore Interfere aim 
thw oanylng out or the other prlaary 
raaponslbllltles of the eooMuwJers of 
unified cosdnda. 

a. It would subjugate the role of the 
Joint Chiefs of Starr In. tho strategio 
direction of the war. 

d It would not provide for the neces¬ 
sary flexibility In weapon systems to- 
ployoent Inherent In decentralised con¬ 
trol to neat the exigencies of the fluid 
and unpredictable situation which would 


■mere «ui be a need for a Unified stra¬ 
tegic cemaad Which la Operationally capable 
end functioning by tho Una that tha first 
POtdHIS-rquippcd veenel la available for 
operational deployment. Accordingly, prw- 
PMatory atape leading to aetleafclon of 
snob a csosaad should be taken at an early 
date. 

Zf the Unified strategic conaand la not 
established in the products future, there 
remains a requirement rep Integration of 
operational erforte, A alngl* operational 
plan for attack of strategio target* would 
seem to bo ths essential basis for such 
Integration In any esaa. 


1 . Thera Is no lxaedttte need Tor the 
llahaent of a Unified Strategio Coaaai 
la there any Indication that such a ec 
will be desirable In tho more distant 
The assigning of full responsibility { 
attack of the entire national etrategl 
get system to a single ooaoander, la ■ 
to the following, overriding Objection! 

■» It would. In effect, establish a 
superior eoeoander over all otber ecus 
of unified eecoand*, 

b. It would, therefore. Interfere * 
carrying oat of tho other primary rest 
ltles of the ecsaanders of uolf led oca 
o. it would subjugate the role of t 
Joint chief* of Staff In the otrateglo 
tton of the war, 

d. It would not provide for the nac 
flexibility In weapon systems taployso 
Inherent In dec cm trailed amtrol to ne 
exigencies of ths fluid end unpredlcts 
situation which would follow a ueoalre 
nuclear attack. 

2 . The specific intcrratlon of operatl 
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SUBJECT: Appraisal of Relative Merits, from the Point of View of 
Effective Deterrence, of Alternative Retaliatory Efforts 


1, Reference is made to NSC Action 2009 and the study, subject 
as above, which was prepared by the NESC staff, 

2, I have been directed by higher authority to exercise the utmost 
care in processing and utilizing subject study in order to guard against 
leaks or security violations. Accordingly, this memorandum provides 
administrative instructions for handling the study. 

* -i* 

3. This memorandum (CM-500-60) will bo accompanied "in the 
green" by two attachments: 

a. Attachment number 1, Memorandum for the President 
from the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, subject as above, 
dated 12 February I960, is the statement which I made to the 
NationalrGecurity Council at the special meeting held on 
12 February I960. This statement was made immediately fol¬ 
lowing the oral presentation of the study to the National Socurity 
Council. 

_b. Attachment number 2, Memorandum for the Secretary 
of Defense and Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff from tho Executive 
Secretary, National Security Council, subject as above, dated 
17 February I960, constitutes tho decision on the subjoct matter. 

4. This memorandum (CM-500-60) and its two attachments will be 
reproduced "in the green" in 15 copies only. Three copies will be pro¬ 
vided to each Service and 3 copies will be provided to the Director, 

Joint Staff, Service Chiefs and tho Director, Joint Staff will determine 
circulation on the basis of "need to know." 

DECLASSIFIED 

SO 12S0D. Dec 3 0 

nnoqmig Q _ 

py-rtrft !£)_ iwJiMkcL- 

Copy _a 3.~... of —?_Copies 

1 2 

Page-..... of-Pages 


REPRODUCTION OF THIS DOCUMENT 
IN WHOLE OR IN PART IS PROHIBITED 
EXCEPT WITH PERMISSION OF THE 
ISSUING OFFICE, 
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DEPARTMENT OF. THE NAVY 
Office of the Chief of Naval Operations 

0p-60B/ls 

Ser 000362P60 3 0 September 1959 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

Subject: Target Coordination and Associated Problems 
Reference; (a) CM 380 - 59 * of 17 AugUBt 1959 

1. Reference (a)* is a comprehensive coverage of controversial 
issues related to atomic strike plans, targeting, force adequacy, 
and the operational control Of strike forces. These issues are 
basic. I agree that their resolution calls for command decisions. 
The decisions reached will have a profound effect upon our national 
security and eco nomic welfa re. The issues, therefore, deserve 
the most careful analysis, and with the nat ion's intere sts always 
paramount. Individual Service capabilities, both current and 
- potential, muafc of course receive due consideration, but only to 
the extent that they can best contribute to national interests. 

Recent and imminent improvements in weapons and their de¬ 
livery means, and other scientific developments, may well dictate 
radical departures from some of the ooncepts, and their imple¬ 
menting measures, that were evolved when the relative combat 
power of the U.S. an^ the USSR was of a different order of magni¬ 
tude, Continued rapid progress in weapon technology is probable. 
Changes in international relations are inevitable, and may be of 
a nature that will influence our military posture. Accordingly, 
it would appear unwise to commit ourselves, unnecessarily, to any 
course of action that would be too costly or difficult to alter 
should suoh progress and changes so dictate. Freedom of maneuver 
in our military policy and strategy must be assured. 





2 , It is within the broad context of paragraph 1 above that I 
have formulated the views set forth below on the following items 
that were covered, directly or indirectly, in the referenced 
memorandum. 

Targeting philosophy. 

The development of atomic strike plans. 

Targeting coordination. 

Force adequacy (i.e., nuclear striking forces). 

The operational control of strike forces. 

3. Targeting philosophy . 

In paragraphs 17 and 18 of reference (a)* the Chairm an 
outlines two extremes of targeting philosophy, Jfpirst, a target 
of designed under the 

assumption that we would never strike the first blow. Second, a 
target system consisting primarily of all Soviet 

Apparently, this latter system 
would be designed on the assumption that we would know the loca¬ 
tion of 

I do be¬ 
lieve that we are restricted to the choice of either of these two 
extremesTT^The rationale for this conclusion is set forth below. 


Today the primary Soviet 


against 


the U.S.^ our European allies, and our overseas bases is the 


1 As long as we ar e faced with th ° In n 11 , | | M h, u 

we should target - " * J , . . '* - 

against the United States or our overseas bases. These should , 
J constitute the primary element of our target lists should we be I 
the is 

Our primary objective here is to destroy the enemy's known 
* Enclosure to J.G.S. 2056/131 
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|in order to minimize damage to the United J n 

States. But even under these conditions our target lists should | 
include 

They mat be destroyed too, and we have the * 
capacity to do it under these circumstances. 

On the other hand, we might receive a surprise nuclear 
attack. We must plan for this too. In this ease we could expect 
heavy damage to our fixed bases, and the loss of a major portion 
of our land based bombers. The probability of such losses becomes 
greater as the threat shifts to the ballistic missile launched 
from unknown positions. The Soviets will know where our airbases 
and land missile sites are. The taotlcal vrarning time will be 
muoh shorter. In a surprise attack it is not inevitable that 
enemy missiles will land before our weapons are launched, but the 
chances are great that they will. Under these conditions, it 
would toe injudicious to launah the remainder of our greatly de¬ 
pleted forces against a primary target system of eiqpty bases and 
missile sites, even though we should know their locations, which 

we Probabl^won^. on the contrary, the primary target list then 
should consist 


V-'Z ' 





As the major delivery means shift to missiles the counter- 
force targeting concept will be less valid than now, even in a 


pre-emptive attack, if the location of a substantial portion of 



are some practi¬ 


cal means of degrading our intelligence, 
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4. ghe development of atomic strike plans. 


Aa I interpret the first sentence of paragraph 22 of the 
referenced memorandum,* it is apparently assumed that a single 
commander will be responsible for "the strategic mission". Pre¬ 
sumably, this refers to a single all-inclusive national strategic 
mission. 1 cannot agree that such a mission should be isolated as 
a separate entity within the national strategy and executed by a 
single commander. The military strategy of the Unite States 
covers the world, and Its direct application to th^Sfno-Sovlet to-^ 4 
Bloo/Will be applied throughout the entire perimeter of the bloc. 

In addition to CINCSAC forces those of CINCLANT, CINCEUR and 
CJNCPAC will participate extensively in the application of united 
States power. The simultaneous application of thi 3 power from 
a diversity of sources, directions, ranges, delivery means, and 
oommands adds greatly to the thr eat facing the Soviets. It is my 
view that we should retain this diversified threat. 

Accordingly, I believe that the Unified Commanders in a 
position to do so should participate in the nuclear strikes on 
strategic targets on a pre-planned national list. The optimum 
procedure is for each to develop his own strike plan, but in 
close coordination with the other Unified and Specified Commanders. 

I agree with the Chairman that improvements in our nuclear 
strike planning procedures must be made. The requisite improve¬ 
ments are feasible. They require more detailed and earlier 
planning coordi natio n under more positive control of the Joint 

Chiefsof Staff. The discussion that follows gives the reasons 
for this thesis, 

Basic to sound atomic Btrike planning is the development of 
target lis£S> The target lists adopted, and the damage criteria 
to be applied, are of such major import and are so fundamental 
to the execution of our military strategy that the Joint Chiefs 
*~ Enclosure to J.O.S. 2056/131 
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of Staff cannot divorce themselves from their formulation. Broad 
policy guidance is necessary but is not, by itself, sufficient. 
After target nominations are made by the Unified and Specified 
Commanders concerned, the Joint Chiefs of staff should subject 
the oombined list to the required analysis by any appropriate 
agency, 3 uoh as DASA. The final result would be a target list 
developed in a logical, systematic and analytical manner, and 
finally approved by the Joint Ohiefs of Staff; Because of the 
importance of the target list in its relation to national policy 
I do not see how the Joint Ohiefs of Staff can divorce them¬ 
selves from its development, in view of their responsibility 
for tlie strategic direction of the armed forces. 

Following the development of a national strategic target 
list the commanders concerned would then be assigned targets for 
their respective nuclear strikes. Their detailed plans would be 
developed and coordinated with the other commanders concerned. 

By this procedure the Joint Chiefs of staff retain in 
their hands an authority and responsibility that I do not believe 
can be delegated to others, without abrogating the JCS responsi¬ 
bilities. 


It should be noted that after the Initial target list is 
developed, future modification to it would be comparatively 
simple. 

In several plaoes in his memorandum* the Chairman mentions 
the complexity that stems from the fact that various commands 
have operational plans for nuclear strikes, He points out the 
difficulty of w ar gamin g several plans, and concludes from this 
that we should have a single integrated operational plan for the 
"strategic attack 1 ', and that CINCBAO should develop this plan. 

* Enclosure to J.C,3. SO 56 / 13 I 
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I would strongly emphasize that our objective in war planning 
Is not simplicity but effectiveness. A single integrated opera¬ 
tional plan for the nuclear strikes, drawn up by a single com¬ 
mander, would facilitate war gaming. However, we must ensure that 
the enemy is faced with a d iversity of threa ts from many dire c- 
tions and many sourc es, To place the total responsibility for 
destruction of all pre-planned targets in the hands of a single 
commander carries with it a danger that we should not, and need 
not accept. We do not know how much of th at comm ander 1 s force 
will be left if we are hit first, and We do not know what the 


status of his communications and control will be. This would be 
placing an undue reliance upon a single strategic concept that 
may be successful only if executpcL according to a pre-conceived 

r* ' “ . “ " 

plan. (Seldom is suoh a plan so executed). We would forfeit 
the flexibility that is inherent in the decentralized execution 
of strike plans by several unified commanders. The military 


logic of retaining this flexibility is overwhelming. In 
preparation for World War II Fran ce had a single pre-conceived 
plan that she thought was foolproof, but it was virtually worth¬ 
less. 





I agree in general with the Chairman's disoussion of damage 
criteria outlined in paragraph 23 of hia memorandum, I also agree 
that we should subject the target lists and damage criteria to 
analysis by machine and mathematical techniques. A major 
objective of this analysis would be to arrive at an estimate 
of "how much is enough". This is an item that requires much 

■ —5 

more attention by the JGS. Decisions thereon have far-reaohing 

i 

effects upon types and yields of weapons, the national stockpile. 


C 








and delivery force types and levels. Decisions thereon are 
fundamental to the J0& responsibility for strategic direction of 
the Armed Forces, An example of why this responsibility should 
not be delegated is pertinent here. There is a great difference 


between various commanders 1 conclusions as to weapons necessary 
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for destruction of a target. For example, on^important 
targets planned for attack by both OXKCSAC arra'TJnified Com¬ 
manders, the latter are programming approximately for 

target destruction. CIN05 AG ia programming approximately 

as much yield. The conclusions were 
reached from the same basic damage criteria of 90# structural 
collapse. Comparable differences between estimated yieldB 
required exist throughout the full spectrum of the plans for 
attack of the strategic targets Bystem. 


Without expressing an opinion as to which commander is 
righ t, it Is obvious that the differences between the con¬ 
clusions reached are so great as to indicate a gross miscalcula¬ 
ti on on the part of som e. The JCS should not accept either 
estimate without close analysis. ThiB should be followed by 
positive decisions and guidance, and positive follow-through 
to ensure that their guidance is followed. We can accept 
neither a gross under-eBtimate nor over-estimate of the effort 
required. In the one case we would run the great risk that the 
j enemy could continue the war effectively. Accepting the other 
would result in a needlessly high number of weapons and 
delivery forces; with the attendant )j^ gh oos^ and at the 
expense of desperately needed forces for other* types of war. 
Instead of further delegating responsibility for such major 
decisions the JCS should repossess some of their prerogatives 
that have gone by default, with the resultant greatly differing 
conclusions reflected in current strike plans. 

The factors discussed above are some of the reasons why 
I think that each Unified and Specified Commander with the 
requisite forces should develop a nuclear strike plan for 
general war. As a leas desirable alternative I could agree to 
the development of a single integrated strike plan provided? 

The JCS provide the terms of reference and approve 


the final plan. 
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Its development is participated In by all Unified 
and Specified Commanders concerned. 

That all Unified and Specified Commanders with 
nuolear capable strategic delivery forces participate in 
its execution. 


5. Targeting coordination . 

one serious error that we can make is to permit the 
complexity of target coordination to govern our planning pro¬ 
cedure. I would emphasize here that, while simplicity ia 
commendable, It is not an end in Itself, but should influence 
plans only as it contributes to their effectiveness. Instead 
of considering target coordination first, we should start at 
the other end of the apaotrum by determining the objectives 
of our nuclear strikes, and then design the moet effective 
plana to attain those objectives. Target coordination would 
then be tailored to those plans. We have not lost our repeatedly 
demonstrated ability to plan for and execute highly complex 
military operations. 


I do not attach to the coordinating procedure the degree 
of complexity that the^Ohairman does. I agree that what 1 b 
involved here ia the j^pro-platinlng for targets to be struck at 
H-hour. This will nave' to be done regardless of what forces 
strike the targets, whether the forces come from several com¬ 
mando or only one. ThiB pre-planning and coordination are 
relatively simple when compared to the po st-strike coordinat ion 
that will be required by the commanders in subsequent operations 
of many categories ,1 I am sure we can do it. What is needed 
is more posltive"Switrol and direction by the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. They have the necessary agencies and facilities 
available. 


Hggggggg T *" 
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6, Force adequacy . 

It is Imperative that ou^nuclear delivery forces toe of 
a size and type to oausefunacceptable damage to the enemy even 
though he should strike first. With such a residual capability 
the capacity for a pre-emptive attaok will toe more than enough 
if we know the location of the enemy's missile siteslyy if 
we don't, a further increase in the size of our nuclear strike 
forces will not compensate for this deficiency. 




I agree with the Chairman that the necessity for pre¬ 
vailing in general war is of such vital importance that any 
error in Judgment as to the size of our nuclear strike forces 
should toe on the safe side. The Chairman states that the 
Soviet's military doctrine is based on the principle of "mass". 
Our nuclear delivery forces have been based upon the aame 
principle. As we move into the missile age we cannot depend 
to the Bame extent upon thia principle. Because of the 
vulnerability of our fixed bases to a surprise attaok ws must 
ensure inevitable concentration of firepower by shifting to 
disp ersed, concealed, mobile and far leBS vulnerabl e delivery 
systems. We can no longer place major reliance up on pl anes 
' oper ating from fixed bases , Ohe warning time is too Bhort, 
Likewise, fixed missile sites, even though hardened, will be 
vulnerable to ballistic missiles of the small CEP that we can 
expect the Soviets and ourselves to have within the next decade. 


, f ° A* 

A^ 11 
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For the missile era the criteria for determining the size 
of our nuclear strike force will change, in the past this 
size hH8 been determined largely by the anticipated size of the 
Soviet's intercontinental bomber force. This has resulted in 
numbers of United States nuclear delivery vehicles of such 
magnitude that we could lose a substantial portion and still 
have enough left to devastate the U.S.S.R. The baBlc thesis of 


Tan gggggT 

JCS 2056/143 



Enclosure "B” 


921118-- 





having enough left after being hit was sound, but the result 
has been progressively Increasing numbers to offset a growing 
vulnerability of our own forces, together with an estimate of 


Soviet capability t* 


iss continuously turned out to be much 


t oo high. This process cannot be continued indefinitely without 
either imposing an unacceptable economic burden upon the United 
States, or by degrading our li mited war capabiliti es to an un¬ 
acceptable degree, or both. Fortunately, it is not necessary 
to continue the process. 

The nature or characteristics of the forces, rather than 
s ize alone, will assume more importance in determining future 
force levels. Here are some of the reasons whyj 

1. We will have an increasingly diverse delivery means, 
e.g., land based bombers, carrier based bombers, land based 
ICBM and IRBM, and sea based F3M, 

2. The ballistic missile threat to aircraft carriers at 
sea, and to sea based missiles la so small that it oan be 
diaregarded. 

3. There are no means now foreseen by which the Soviets 
oan eliminate the threat of the submarine ballistic missile, 

4. It may be feasible to make some land based missiles 
movable by barge, road, or rail, 

5. Ho way la now foreseen for determining the number of 
Soviet missiles rea dy for launch ing. Among other means 
d ummy alteB could be UBed freely, 

6. It is unlikely that we w ill know the looatlon of most 
of their miBsile sites, Therefore,Va pre-emptive attack 
would not eliminate the threat of unacceptable damage to the 
United States, j 

VT I.TJ 1.L__ __i_a -rnm* _■_a . . . . . . 


7, With an open ended ICBM miSBile race it is probable 
that large numbers would be based in the United States, 
which will draw additional enemy missiles to our soil. 
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The security of our nuclear striking forces against a 
surprise attack by any enemy having the privilege of striking first 
is a primary consideration. Unless a retaliatroy force stays 
alive it is useless. In the Polaris submarine we have a missile 
system now nearing fruition that oanj above all others, stay 
alive. We must not sacrifice the lead that we now hold in this 
field by failing to exploit the many advantages of using the 
sea aa a base for launching nuclear attacks. 


If the Soviets are to be deterred from initiating general 
war the diversity of the threat that resides in a combination 
of the above systems, with decentralized control of those systems, 
provides the requisite deterrent. If they are not to be deterred, 
then this diversity of weapon systems, without astronomical 
force levels, will ensure the enemy*s d eatructi on. 

7. Operational control of atrlke forces . 

The philosophy that I have outlined throughout this paper, 
including targeting, world-wide operations, flexibility, 
decentralized execution, and other related factors, dictates 


who are in 


a position to strike the strategic targets on the national list. 
It is impossible to dlsassooiate these targets from so called 
tactical targets of immediate interest to the forces of the 

The two are frequently collocated, and 
economy of force should, dictate that targets of both categories 
be destroyed by the forces of Furthermore, 

many of the H-hour targets could be hit quicker by B— 11,1 • jT s|j8j 


With respect to the Polaris submarine force I agree with 
the Chairman that this force should remain under Naval control 
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until the weapon system has been developed and proven. Inclusion 
of this last phrase ia not intended to imply that the system 
should ultimately be removed from Naval control. 


I agree with the Chairman that an appropriate nucleus of 
Naval officers be assigned to CINCSAC'a operational planning 
staff, provided that Air Force officers intimately familiar 
with CINCSAC's operational plana and planning procedures be 
attached to the staffs of Unified Commanders having nuclear 
delivery forces. Officers of both Services so assigned should 
participate actively in all phaeee of planning by the staff of 
whioh they are a part, I conour in this procedure in the 
interest of improved planning, and not for the purpose of pre¬ 
paring for an eventual Unified Strategio Command. 


The question of assigning* H-hour targets to be hit by 
carrier aircraft will be enswerSTbrlefly, The nation has in 
these carriers an alert force on station, with movable airfields. 
Today, and even more in the future, these are precious 
characteristics that cannot be realized by any other force, 
regardless of ooBfe. The Navy has proved repeatedly its 
ability to exploit these characteristics in many types of 
operations. When the chips are down the Naval forces are in 


position and ready. These Naval forces will hit their assigned 
targets, usually before other forcea can hit their targets. 

It i3 recognized that the percentage of Btrike planes in our 
carrier forces ia small when compared to the total number of 
delivery vehicles In the nation's inventory, ibis percentage, 
however, may well rise to substantial proportions if we receive 
a surprise attack, A pre-emptive attack would be pre-planned, 
with even an increased number of carriers on station. It is 
inconceivable that the nation, under either condition, would 
deny Itaelf the use_of this striking power by failing to assign 
it H-hour targets. 


* 
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The Chairman, In paragraph 32 of his memorandum, states 
that if the series of decisions whioh he had outlined were 
taken, ths question of operational oontrol of the various strike 
forces and problem of mutual interference would be greatly 
simplified because mutual interference^esulting from two or 
more commands targeting the same objective for H-hour attack 


would be largely eliminated. He would degrade 



1 have pointed out the undesirability of 


assigning to a single commander the'responsibility for planning 
and executing a single national nuclear strike plan. It would 
appear safer and far more logioal to achieve the sought for 
simplicity and interference reduotlon by assigning all overseas 
s trategio _atrike forces to the Unified Commanders in whose 
areas they are based, and within whose areas they would conduct 
their strikes. If we are seeking simplicity in planning, with 
safety in execution, this would be a major step forward. 

8, There are other faotors that are pertinent to these 
discussions, and which were not covered specifically in the 

Chairman's memorandum.* one of theBe relates to changes in 

«*» 

military strategy to keep pace with changes in related fields. 
Change ia one of the constants of warfare. Historically, 
weapon aharacterlstios and the nature of the enemy have heavily 


SA- C 


* Enclosure to J.C.S, 2056/^.31 
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influenced strategy. Some wars have been fought almost 
entirely on land, others predominately on the sea, and still 

others in a combination of the twoi In recent history the air 

i 

has become the third medium of combat, and air power haa played 

a role of tremendouB importance. We are now witnessing the 

emergence of the missile age which will probably result in a 

decreased emphasis on soma categories of air power, particularly 

the long range bomber and tactical aircraft for troop support. 

In essence, we ere returning to an artillery concept wherein the 

explosive is launohed from the earth 1 s surface or sub-aurfaoe. 

However, there is one very important difference. The artillery 

battleground will be expanded to include the homeland of the 
1 

belligerents. This means that, if we use United Stated soil 
as the artillery base, we will reoaive on United States Boil 
large numbers of enemy mieaileB aimed at eliminating our own 
missile launching sites. If there were no alternatives we 
should pursue thia strategy. Fortunately, there are alternatives, 
and good ones. Technology provides us with the means for using 
the oceans as the artillery base. Regardless of any ultimate 
decision as to the control of forces, the developmsnt of 
strategic plana, or the detailed tactics used, this nation 
should exploit every possible means of using the oceans aa a 
base for the delivery of nuclear weapons, beoause of the 
relative invulnerability and greater effectiveness assured 
thereby, as well as the significant economies possible to achieve. 


Major evolutions such as the above must be recognized and 
appropriately reflected in all phases of our planning. Where 
necessary, we must be willing to break away from procedures 
and systems conceived and implemented in an era of nuclear 
deficiency on our part and no nuclear capability of the part 
of the U.S.S.R, Progress has provided the Soviets with a 
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substantial capability that is growing in size and versatility. 
Likewise, our nuclear power has grown many-fold. We have made 
some notable adjustments to theae developments. Among other 
things we have placed diversified delivery means in the hands 
of Unified Commanders immediately adjacent to ComauniBt Bloc 
territory. This has broadened greatly the base of our military 
posture. To withdraw from these commanders this capability 
that haa been developed so assiduously over the yearB, and 
centralize it in the hands of a single commander would narrow 
that base. We would thereby forfeit strength that comes from 
versatile forces and a decentralized control that is so well 
adapted to our force structure and the strategic positions that 
we hold around the major portion of the Communist Bloc perimeter. 

Another factor that should be fully recognized is that the 
military strategy and force structure suitable for an aggressor 
nation will normally be unsuitable for the non-aggressor. The 
aggressor can be more specifio in his planning, both as to 
timing and as to types of attacks. We may be sure that he will 
explore evet^posBible^indicatign of our weakness in any area, 
and will exploit that weakness in his aggressive moves. We, 
on the other hand, muBt be more flexible to be able to meet a 
variety of thruste. Consequently, our force and command structure 
must be auoh that we can withstand reverses in some arBaB with¬ 
out danger of the whole structure toppling. 


9. I appreciate the Chairman's providing the Joint Chiefs of 
3taff copies of his memorandum.* I agree with him that we 
should resolve the Issues discussed. 

/ 


10. In paralleling the distribution of reference (a)* I am 
providing copies of this memorandum to the Secretary of Defense, 
the Chief of Staff of the Amy, the Chief of Staff of the Air 


Foros, end the Commandant of the Marine Corps, 


\ i V * /a/ ARLEIGH BURKE 

_ 

* Enclosure to J.C.5. 2056 /I 31 09 1 
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CJCS ^3T7Ket Evaluation) 

(19 Feb 60 ) 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DIRECTOR, JOINT STAFF 
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SUBJECT: Appraisal of Relative MoritB, from the Point of View of 
Effective Deterrence, of Alternative Retaliatory Efforts 


1. Reference is made t o NSC Action 2009 a nd the study, subject 
as above, which was prepared by the NESC staff. 

2. I have been directed by higher authority to exercise the utmost 
care in processing and utilizing subject study in order to guard against 
leaks or security violation s* Accordingly, this memorandum provides 
administrativeInstructions for handling the Btudy. 

3. This memorandum (CM-500-60) will bo accompanied "in the 
green" by two attachments: 

a. Attachment number 1, Memorandum for the President 
from the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, subject as above, 
dated 12 February I960, is the statement-which X made to the 
National-Security Council at the special meeting held on 
12 February I960. This statement was made immediately fol¬ 
lowing the oral presentation of the study to the National Security 
Council. 


b» Attachment number 2, Memorandum for the Secretary 
of Defense and Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff from the Executive 
Secretary, National Security Council, subject as above, dated 
17 February I960, constitutes tho decision on the subject, matter. 


4. This memorandum (CM-500-60) and its two attachments will be 
reproduced "in the green" in 15 copies only. Three copies will be pro¬ 
vided to each Service and 3 copies will be provided to the Director, 

Joint Staff. Service Chiefs and tho Director, Joint Staff will determine 
circulation on the basis of "need to know." 

DECLASSIFIED 

BO 12300. Ur 3 0 

Dy 
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5. One copy of the study itself will bo provided to each Service 
and to the Chairman's office. No other copies are available from 
Qcnoral Hickey's office. Accordingly, Service Chiefs and the Director, 
Joint Staff are authorized to reproduce not more than two copies of the 
study for use by planning agencies. The Joint Staff will have accesa to * 
the two copies reproduced by the Director and to the Chairman's copy 
as required. Access to the study will be determined by Service Chiefs 
and the Director, Joint Staff on a "need to know" basis. 

6. Each Sorvice and the Chairman's office were previously provided 
with one copy of the presentation which was given orally by the Director, 
NESC Staff. Reproduction and dissemination of the "oral presentation" 
will be handled In the same manner as the study itself. 

7. The maos of cards and documents which comprise the detailed 
technical backup to the study will not be reproduced. These records 
will be kept in General Hickey's office and are available to personnel 
properly designated by Service Chiefs and the Director, Joint Staff. 

► 

8. Hereafter this study will n ot be referred to or identified b y- uac 
of tho name of any individual. If a short titlo is required, it will be 
referred to as " Study No. 2009. " 

9. It is requested that you arrange, as necessary,* with the Secretary, 
JCS for handling of the study in consonance with the above guidance. 


(Sgd) jf. £. Twining 

N. F. TWINING 
Chairman 

Joint Chiefs of Staff 
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REPRODUCTION OP THIS DOCUMENT 
IN WHOLE OR IN PART IS PROHIBITED 
EXCEPT WITH PERMISSION OF THE 
ISSUING OFFICE. 


-TflP-SEGRET- 


Copy a3~~ of ....9_ Copies 

Page —Z _of —2 Pages 



SUBJECT: Appraisal of Relative Mexita, from the Point of View of 
Effective Deterrence, of Alternative Retaliatory Efforts 


1. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have reviewed th6 Hickey)itudy and 
have discussed it with the Secretary of Defense on several occasions. 

2. The Joint Chiefs of Staff are in agreement that the concept of 
the “op timu m mix" target cystem is sound, and that the order of mag* 

u U— nitudo of the target system appears to he reasonable, within the scope 
and time frame of the study. 

3. However, the Service Chiefs have requested that 1 briefly * 
mention certain observations which they have on the conclusions of the 
study. 


ZP M'*'’ 5 
ZH 


4. General Lemnitzer has made the following major observations: 

a. The conclusions of the study are predicated on the assump¬ 
tion. that our defenses will be capable of containing a Soviet attach 
on the Continental United States to the extent that we will survive 
as a viable nation. An adequate air and missile defense, both 
active and passive, is therefore absolutely essential in order that 
we may have the residual r elative superiorit y necessary to prevail 
if the deterrent fails. 

V 

b. The problem of locating and destroying enemy ICBM sites 
is a major factor bearing on the conclusions. This problem requires 
further study, 

7 

c. The relatively small number of bomb releaso lineJiigb- 
yield weapons required to attack "optimum mix'* target system 
indicates that we have reached, if not surpasse d, the leveling off 
point for these weapons in our stockpile. 
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5, Admiral Burke has made the following major observations: 

a> The study indicates that our current stockpile o f high— 
yield weapons is adequate or even excessi ve if less vulnerable 
delivery systems woro to be used* 

♦ 

a 

b. For destruction of the basic target systems by bomber 
delivery, the percentage of aircraft in the national inventory that 
arrives on target is apparently only about(I3^) This is of such 
concern as to suggest acceleration of programs for less v uln erable 
delivery systems* 

, * 

t Sr deterrent effect of forces required only for attack of 

the urban-industrial system is underrate d* 

d* The study concerned itself with a mix of targets but did 
not explore extensively a mix of weapons on targets. This requires 
further study. 

«• With the exception of the POLARIS, the nuclear capable 
x theater forces of CINCEUR, C1NCPAC and ClNCLANT were not 
o employed in the wargaming attack of the ’'optimum mix” strategic 
, target system* Employment of these forces would change the 
retali atory force level required* Further studies on this aspect 
of the problem are required* 

6. General White baa made the following major observations: 

a* The potential benefits of this valuable appraisal could be 
forfeited unless the term "optimum mix" is given the same meaning 
in our p lanning as it was given in the study. The study developed a 
target system consisting of a mix of vital military andTESportaht 
urban-industrial targets, including all vital strategic elements of 
the enemy's known nuclear offensive capability, 

b. While General White has also expressed certain reservations 
regarding the specifics of the study, and do es not Bha re the reserva¬ 
tions noted by General Lemniteer and Admiral Burke, ha has requested 
that they not be outlined here, since, in his opinion, none of these 
reservations has significant effect upon the major conclusions of the 
report, or upon the agreed Joint Chiefs of Staff recommendations 
with which I shall conclude my remarks. 
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!. Having Bummaxieed tlie major reservations and observations 
^tlna report, I would like to present my own views. * 
that the appraisal is a commeadably thorough and objective study It 

XSZEL********** •«»«£ •vJSSZSSS. L 

effort to tosure too accuracy or reasonablenesa of the factors which . 
were used and the methodology which was employed. The study con- * 
f ^l Ut00 tt ® best objective joint appraisal of strategic targetSgand 
^^«ments available at tola time. I am confide* toafwe can 
make significant progress in our planning if we use General Hickey's 

****** Wo have In tSTjSfJ^und 
5®I?"* 0 7? fihould accept ita conclusions as a guide for 

effort. Pl ^ Ulg ^ ** is CUp ° rfledod by ^ «a«aUy thorough and objective 

my j4^^£E25S C ° aCl ’ 10l0 “ *° bB dr “™ «• +*T. L 

Os®: A retaliatory force structur e based on too destruction I) 
po^^ baa torget ° ySt8m WOuld “** P rovidQ an adequate military - ^ 

* -v 

in the St *2? Bt ? te ^ C /° r<:0 i0VGl which ^ve developed is 
.,*** ^fiht baU park and does notagpear^xceesiye. Naturally, 

*** £ ° rCe ^t ^ngo as tha enemy'B military 

mIiod?!^I* aaSeB aad as ° ur own technology provides imp^Ld 
methods of deUvery. The appraisal reveals that strategic forces 
now^rogranuned for 1963 ^ be mQrQ ^ adtBaat .^JSS?t! 

optimum mix' target system of minimum size with a 75% assurance 

° n ^!,L G f?°Lt rrlVing at each g^oundsero. but will bel5Ed^iIfo~ 
to provide MS&aasurance of one weapon on each groun d g0 m . ~ 

The present *«* P la ^Qd composition of toe atomic 
-> w4tt ™ P0Ct t0 “Si-ylow weapons, is also 

a™.lv»7rS : Th ® 0tu4 J was reassuring to me in that this independent 

toSrlan?T y nationalpianning Jhreepect 

o targeting, the nuclear stodepile composition, and the level of stra¬ 
tegic offensive forces required. M 
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9. Taking note of the views of all concerned, the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff have reached agreement on certain recommendations. You will 
recall, Mr. President, that in NSC Action 2009 you directed Mr. Gray, 
the Secretary of Defense, and myself to arrange for the conduct of this 
study. "We concur an the recommendations of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, . * 
which are as follows: 

a. That the concept of the ’’optimum mix" target system ho 
approved. 

b. That tho study be referred to the Joint Chiefs of Staff as 
a basis for planning. 

c. That thay be authorized to release a limited number of 
copies of the study to the Joint Staff and to tho Service Planners. 


N. F. TWINING 
Chairman 

Joint Chiefs of Staff 


i 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 
WASHINGTON 


EYES ONLY 


February 17, I960 


MEMORANDUM FOR: The Secretary of Defense 

The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff » 

SUBJECT: Appraisal of Relative Merits, from the Point of View of 

Effective Deterrence, of Alternative Retaliatory Efforts 

REFERENCES: A, NSC Action No. 2009 

B. Study by the Net Evaluation Subcommittee Staff, 

same subject, dated November 6, 1959 

C. Memorandum for the President from tha Clmlr man , 

JCS, same subject, dated Febr uary 12 f i 960 

The National Security Council, at a Special Meeting held on Friday, Febru¬ 
ary 12, 1960: 

******** 

3, Noted the President's approv al of the concept of the "optimum mix" target 
system for a m in i mum o f 75% assurance of delivering a weapon at each bomb 

release line, as described in~the reference Study. 

4. Noted the President's referral of the reference Study to the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff as a basis far planning. 

5, Noted the President's authorization to the Joint Chiefs of Staff to re¬ 
lease a limited number of copies of the reference Study to the Joint 
Staff and to the Service Planners under strict security controls. 

6. Noted that the further studies suggested in the reference Study and in 
the comments by the Joint Chiefs of Staff (transmitted by the reference 
memorandum of February 12) would, as appropriate, be undertaken by the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

******** 

The above actions, as approved this date by the President, are transmitted 

herewith to the Secretary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff for ap¬ 
propriate action. 


r> o 
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EYES ONLY 



Thia memorandum is being transmitted on an "EYES ONLY" basis for handling 
in accordance with the President's directive that information relating to 
the reference Study should be handled &ith special security precautions 
and restricted to those having a valid need know. 


/s/ James S. lay, Jr. 

JAMES S. LAY, JR. 
Executive Secretary 
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5. One copy of tho study itself will be provided to each Service 
and to the Chairman's office. No other copies are available from 
General Hickey's office. Accordingly, Service Chiefs and the Director, 
Joint Staff are authorized to reproduce not more tha n two copies of the 
study for use by planning agencies. The Joint Staff will have access to * 
the two copies reproduced by the Director and to the Chairman's copy 
as required. Access to the study will bo determined by Service Chiefs 
and the Director, Joint Staff on a "need to know" basis. 

6. Each Sorvice and the Chairman's office were previously provided 
with one copy of the presentation which was given orally by the Director, 
NESC Staff. Reproduction and dissemination of the "oral presentation" 
will be handled in the same manner as the study itself. 

7. The maos of cards and documents which comprise the detailed 
tochukcal backup to the study will not be reproduced. Those records 
will be kept in General Hickey's office and are available to personnel 
properly designated by Service Chiefs and the Director, Joint Staff. 

► ^ 

8. Hereafter this study will not be referred to or identified by use 
of the name of any individual. If a short title is required, it will be 
referred to as "Study No. 2009. " 

9. It is requested that you arrange, as necessary; with the Secretary, 
JCS for handling of the study in consonance with the above guidance. 


(Sgd) jl. £, Twining 

N. F. TWINING 
Chairman 

Joint Chiefs of Staff 
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CM-449-60 
2 February I960 


memorandum for the president 


SUBJECT; Appraisal o£ Relative Merita, from tbe Point of View o£ 
Effective Deterrence, o£ Alternative Retaliatory Efforts 


1. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have reviewed the Hickey study and 
have discussed it with the Secretary of Defense on several occasions. 

2. The Joint Chiefs of Staff are in agreement that the concept of 
the "optimum mix" target eystem is sound, and that the order of mag- 
nitudo of the target system, appears to be reasonable, within the ecope 
and time frame of the study. 

3. However, the Service Chiefs have requested that 1 briefly - 
mm ti nn certain observations which they have on the conclusions of the 
study. 


4. General Lemnitzer has made the following major observations: 

a. The conclusions of the study are predicated on the assump¬ 
tion that our defenses will be capable of containing a Soviet attack 
on the Continental United States to the extent that we will survive 
as a viable nation. An adequate air and missile defense, both 
active and passive, is therefore absolutely essential in order that 
we may have the residual relative superiority necessary to prevail 
if the deterrent fails. 

* 

b. The problem of locating and destroying enemy ICBM sites 
is a major factor bearing on the conclusions. This problem requires 
further study. 

c. The relatively small number of bomb release line high- 
yield weapons required to attack "optimum mix" target system 
indicates that we have reached, if not surpassed, the leveling off 
point for these weapons in our stockpile. 
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5« Admiral Burke has made the following major observations: 

a. The study- indicates that our current stockpile of high- 
yield weapons is adequate or even excessive if less vulnerable 
delivery systems wero to be used. 

♦ 

b. For destruction of the basic target systems by bomber 
delivery, the percentage of aircraft in the national inventory <*»?t 
arrives on target is apparently only about 157s. This is of such 
concern as to suggest acceleration of programs for less vulnerable 
delivery systems* 

c. The deterrent effect of forces required only for attack of 
the urban-industrial system is underrated. 

d. The study concerned itself with a mix of targets but did 
not explore extensively a mix of weapons on targets. This requires 
furthor study. 

«• With the exception of the POLARIS, the nuclear capable 
theater forces of CINCEUR, C1NCPAC and CINCLANT wore not 
employed in the wargaming attack of the "optimum mix" strategic 
target system. Employment of these forces would change the 
retaliatory force level required. Further studies on this aspect 
of the problem are required. 

6. General White has made the following major observations: 

a. The potential benefits of this valuable appraisal could be 

forfeited unless the term "optimum mix" is given the same meaning 
in our planning as it was given in the study. The study developed a 
target system consisting of a mix of vital military and important 
urban-industrial targets, including all vital strategic elements of 
the enemy's known nuclear offensive capability. 

b. Y/hile General White has also expressed certain reservations 
regarding the specifics of the study, and does not share the reserva¬ 
tions noted by General Leraniteer and Admiral Burke, he has requested 
that they not be outlined here, since, in his opinion, none of these 
reservations has significant effect upon the major conclusions of the 
report, or upon the agreed Joint Chiefs of Staff recommendations 

with which I shall conclude my remarks. 
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m . ? * Ila ^S sununaxieed the major reservations and observations 

Uk ° t0 pre0ent m y own views. It ia my opinion 
the appraisal ia a commendably thorough and objective atudv It 
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.^“wdotogy which was employed. The study con-' 
bSBt ° bjCCtive joint a PP«iaaI of strategic targeting/* 
force requixemcnta available at this time. I am confide* that ^ can 
make sigcdficant progress in our planning if we use Gener/Ske^T 
'f? a °me«^ better is developed. We have In this otudy/sound 
*2SL°f 5****”° “? d w ° 8hould accept its conclusions as a gulL for 
present plannmg until it is superseded by an equally thorough** objective 

my judg^/roasCl™ C “°“ to bB «— *— «■ L 

- f retaliatory force structure based on the destruction 

baa target ° yStem WOuld not P^^de an adequate mUitary- - 

* 

• TJi e strategic force level which we have developed is 

in. e right ball park and does not appear excessive. Naturally, 
th composition of this force must change as the enemy's military 

£2T, t ChaaSeB r daa technology provfd^s^p^ed 

methods of delivery. The appraisal reveals that strategic forces 
now programed for 1963 will be more than adequate tfattahk ir 
optimum Inin" target system of minimum siae Si a 75% assurance 

t zzEsx *** at each aromd -»• sicsr 

to provide a 90% assurance of one weapon on each ground *oro. 

. ,^ ~g ; The Present and planned composition of the atomic 

Wtth rC0paCt ‘° te al.o 

» 

a^iwJr 25 * Th ®, atudy was reaBBurin g t0 me in that this independent 
to SSfaTft 7 S f BtantlatQa «“*•* ^tional planning wifHespect 
nuclear stoclcpilo composition, and the level of stro- 
tegic offensive forces required. 
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9. Taking note of the viewa of all concerned, the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff have reached agreement on certain recommendations. You will 
recall, Mr. President, that in NSC Action 2009 you directed Mr. Gray, 
the Secretary of Defense, and myself to arrange for the conduct of this 
study. We concur in the recommendations of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, . 
which are as follows: 

a. That the concept of the "optimum mix" target system ho 
approved. 

b. That the study bo referred to the Joint Chiefs of Staff as 
a basis for planning. 

c. That thay be authorized to release a limited number of 
copies of the study to the Joint Staff and to the Service Planners. 


N. F. TWINING 
Chairman 

Joint Chiefs of Staff 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 
WASHINGTON 


EYES ONIY 


February 17, I960 


MEMORANDUM FOR: The Secretary of Defense 

The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff « 

Appraisal of Relative Merits, from the Point of View of 
Effective Deterrence, of Alternative Retaliatory Efforts 

A. NSC Action No. 2009 

B. Study by the Net Evaluation Subcommittee Staff, 
same subject, dated November 6, 1959 

C* Memorandum for the President from the Chairman, 
JCS, same subject, dated February 12, I960 

The National Security Council, at a Special Meeting held on Friday, Febru¬ 
ary 12, i960: 

******** 

3, Noted the President’s approval of the concept of the ’'optimum mix" target 
system for a minimum of 75% assurance of delivering a weapon at each bomb 

release line, as described in the reference Study. 

4, Noted the President's referral of the reference Study to the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff as a basis for planning, 

5, Noted the President's authorization to the Joint Chiefs of Staff to re¬ 
lease a limited number of copies of the reference Study to the Joiit 
Staff and to the Service Planners under strict security controls. 

6, Noted that the further studies suggested in the reference Study and in 
the comments by the Joint Chiefs of Staff (transmitted by the reference 
memorandum of February 12) would, aB appropriate, be undertaken by the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, 

******** 

The above actions, as approved this date by the President, are transmitted 

herewith to the Secretary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff for ap¬ 
propriate action. 
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This memorandum is being transmitted on an "EYES ONLY" basis for handling 
in accordance with the President's directive that information relating to 
the reference Study should be handled Mth special security precautions 
and restricted to those having a valid need vo know. 


/s/ James S. Lay, Jr. 

JAMES S. LAY, JR. 
Executive Secretary 
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TARGET COORDINATION AND ASSOCIATED PROBLEMS (U) 

Refer'enoe": J. C.S. 2056/145 - fi/a ~r~ Jd&jL 


1, Reference ia made to SM-340-60, a memorandum for the 1 
Director, Joint Staff, dated II April I960, subject as above, in 2 
which the Joint Chiefs of Staff directed that the Joint Staff 3 
develop, as a matter of priority, a proposed policy upon which a 4 
strategic target system can be based, 5 

2, Accordingly, a proposed statement of polioy has been preparedS 
for consideration by the Joint Chiefs of Staff and ia attached as 7 
Enclosure "A" hereto. 8 

3, The attached policy Is completely consistent with and is in 9 
the nature of implementation of the decision on Study No. 2009,* 1° 
Its approval ia considered to be an essential prerequisite to the 11 
solution to many of the problems now confronting the Joint Chiefs 12 
of Staff. 13 
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4. Contingent upon approval by the Joint Chiefs of Staff of the 1 


policy set forth in Enclosure "A", timely implementation thereof 2 
requires that the next step be established and approved by the 3 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, 4 

5. Accordingly, I recommend: 5 

a. That the proposed policy in Enclosure "A 11 be approved. 6 

b. That the polioy in Enclosure “A 11 be incorporated in the 7 

forthcoming Atomic Annex to the JSCP. 8 

c. That Enclosure "B" be approved. 9 

6 . It is recommended that copies of this paper NOT be* forwardedlO 

to commanders of unified or specified commands. 11 

7 . In consonance with the provisions of j.c.S. Memorandum of 12 

Policy No. 83 , it is recommended that copies of this paper NOT 13 
be forwarded to U.3. officers in NATO activities. 14 
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ENCLOSURE "A" 

DRAFT 

NATIONAL STRATEGIC TARQETINQ POLICY 
Of 

THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

1. Intent . The basic Intent le to translate the guidance 
of Studjr 2009> and the President's decision thereon, into 
polioy guidance at the national level for the development and 
attack of a National Strategic Target list (NSTL). 

2, Concept . The National Strategio Target List shall con¬ 
sist of an optimum-mix ofl K? ' v '^CJ 0~' r •.l llZjIli 

m the Sino-Soviet Dloo, / The effective attack of the 
targets on this list will provide sufficient destruction to 
achieve military impotenoy and economic paralysis which would 

S * ttu 

Sino-Soviet I 

Bloc to the extent that, when coupled, with the results of 
oth er ess ential military operations, will enable the Free 
World tQJprevail, ^ '• 

3 . Objectives . The basic objective of this policy is to 
establish an over-all( ^to^m ^task^to be accomplished regard¬ 
less of the conditions under which hostilities ar e initia ted. 
The attack of the National Strategic Target List is considered 
to be a taBk, the accomplishment of whioh is of prime impor¬ 
tance to our national^survival. Specific objectives of the 
attack of the National Strategic Target List are to destroy 
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oenters of the|siiio-Soviet Bloojfco the extent that, when coupled 1 
with other essential military operations, it“will paralyze the 2 
economy and render thej^Sino-.Soviet B loc| 'Incapable of continuing 3 
the war. 4 

4. Strike Priorities . For the accomplishment of the attacks 5 
of the targets of the National Strategic Target list strike 6 
priorities will be as followsi 7 


a. 


First priority will be accorded to the destruction of 


Slno-Soviet Bloc 


within the Sino-Soviet Bloc to the extent 12 
necessary to eliminate the threat of nuolear attacks on U.S. 13 
and Allied forces and territories. 14 


b. Second priority will be aocorded to the 




to prevent over-running of large areas of U.S, or Allied 17 
territory and to insure the maintenance of control of eesen- 18 
tial sea areas and the protection of vital communications. 19 

_c. Third priority will be accorded to denying the use of 20 
*' ’■which can immediately 21 

and direotly contribute to the enemy 1 b capability to conduct 22 
initial military operations. 23 

5. Supporting Targets . It is recognized that the successful 24 
execution of attacks on the National Strategic Target list will 25 
7 require the concurrent attack by the commanders of certain addi- 26 

- J 

tional targets, the destruction of which la essential to the 27 

accomplishment of the attacks of targets of the National Stra- 28 
teglc Target LiBt. Such targets are called Supporting Targets. 29 
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6 . Damage Criteria . Plans and operations directed toward 1 
the attach of the National Strategic Target List will be based 2 
upon the damage criteria set forth below. In applying the 3 
damage criteria, account will be taken of cumulative damage 4 


effects. 


a. Ninety percent probability of severe damage to 


b. Ninety percent probability of moderate damage to 


( c. Ninety percent probability of destruction of 50 per- j 12 
of industrial floor space 1 23 

I d. For other installations associated with National 14 

Strategic Target List the damage criteria are the pre- 15 

J rogative of operational conanandera, but will be no higher 16 

f than 90 percent probability of severe damage. J 17 

.-«=— «-^ 

7. Assurance. Talcing account of all pertinent operational 18 
factors, plans and requirements will be based upon jaoh ievlng 19 
a minimum of seventy-five percent assurance of delivery at 20 
each bomb-release line (B BL)j ^>f the necessary weapons to 21 

aohieve the specified levels of damage to the various targets 22 
of the National Strategic Target List. 23 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE DIRECTOR. JOINT STAPP 
Subjects Implementation of Targeting policy 

1. In oonsonance with the policy set forth in Enclosure 
"A" to J.C.S. 2056 / 1 ^ 9 , the Joint Staff, with such assistance 
from the unified and specified commands, the Servioes, and 
other agencies as may be necessary, will, as a matter of 
priority, select for consideration by the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, a proposed list of targets to be included in the 
National Strategic Target List, 

2, Utilizing the targets selected in Annex "G B to Study 
2009 as a basic starting point and modifying them as may be 
appropriate in the light of the most current intelligence 
available, a minlmumjiumber of targets will be selected for 
inclusion in the National Strategic Target List, which, if 
subjected to the damage levels envisaged in paragraph 6 of 
Enclosure "A" to J.O f s. 2056/l49*f(Damage Criteria) would 
result in over-all damage to the Sino-Soviet Bloc war 
potential approximating that lndlo atedjj ln Annex “G" to Study 
2009, 


3, The list of targets selected will be submitted in such 18 
a manner as to indicate the proportions of the various elements 19 
of th e^Si no-Sovlet Bloojwar-inaJdLng potential whioh are at 20 
risk in each target'~U^ected. These targers should be grouped 21 
geographically to facilitate target analysis and attack as 22 
complexes. Targets, the attack of which is necessary pri- 23 
marily for defense suppression and to facilitate penetration 24 
will not be included in the National Strategic Target List. 25 
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4. In addition, the Joint Staff will present to the Joint 1 
Chiefs of Staff for approval* an Appropriate system for acoom- 2 
plishing additions* deletions, or other changes to the 3 
National Strategic Target Idst ■which may be necessary in 4 
light of current intelligence. 5 
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Honorable Thomas 3* Q&tee, Jr* 

The Secretary of Defease 

Deer Mr* Secretary 

S”™ 85 Must I960, I Sited two wees of Service controversy 

“ iwld etrong views «nd which were the bovio for ay requesting 

SnZ S fh Ct ^2° °®? tm aad oper*tlcn of space eyateme, I believe that 

****!?“*? raieed * ^ is necessary that the decision 
033 th J- p iiaaa fc * *m«3iecl. In effect, this would restate 
! wgaaisaUwi to command and employ space systems la not 
to 6i T **? 18 September directive refers specifically 

vide in *® rea * a » would b® helpful were your decision to pro- 

«"*"*•• of appropriate operational authority by the unified 
or specified cosawndere responsible for the functional area concerned* 

As you know, I continue to believe that the optimum solution of the 
problem of control and employment of strategic forces lies in th© 
orgunijatlon of a United State* Strategic Command, this to include Navy 
(Pola^s e^i»ippcd vessels) and Air force (SAC) component oommande. W 

irssssi ^° n »* * «&* & *JS2£mn 

ff fc5s ^ U:ried **» attached outline, 
t iiminate Bruch ©f the ineffectiveness of the present coordination 

«t»bu£j£ °rf S'? 041 ?“ ®W 8 °«™> associated with 

establishment of the United State* Strategic Command* 

Sincerely 


Signed 

THOMAS D. WHITE 

Chief of Staff ' z A rr*-. 

1* Outline - Orgn and Asgnait 

of Hasp for Space Systems 
2* Outline - Strategic 
———l • Targeting Authority 

^ ^, s chron 
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STRATKOIC TARQETINQ AUTHORITY 


rpoao of Targeting Authority - provides a basis for* 

- An effective, folly integrated and mutually supporting strategic 
operational plan for general war. 

"* Achieving optimum distribution of atomic weapons across the 

i 

national strategic target list. J 


m Defi ni ti o n - The commander empowered to exercise jurisdiction over 
strategic targeting, strike timing and force application for all 
D.S. atomic forces committed to the strategic offensive in general 
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- Directive to produce a national strategic target list (RSTL) which 

- Reflects JGS guidance. 

- Documents installations and complexes which constitute a 
Measure of strategic significance. 

« Documents specific strategic targets as destruction 
->■» objectives for use in preparing operational plan. 

" Directive to produce a single integrated operational plan, which 

- Determines specific BQZ'e and targets to be attacked by 

I atomic capable forces identified by commanders as having 

2k hour/day capability, 

~ Includes target assignments which maximise destruction of 
target list (EBTL). 

• Determines and programs weight of effort* 

« Establishes strike timing (TOT) based on common H-hour. 
m Establishes readiness conditions. 

JC3 will review end approve the HSTL and the single integrated operational 


- Overall strategy issued through the basic war plan. 
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Policy guidanc® for categories of targets to bo included on NSTL* 

.* > i 

\ 

- Definition of USTIi 

n A list of specific vital enemy targets, programmed for 
attack through the air {including space), which constitute 
th® primary source of strength that could be haed by the 
enemy to project devastating blows against the United States 
aad its allies, Destruction or neutralisation of these 
targets would either destroy the will and ability of the 
ea*wy to wag® war or provide a relative advantage sufficient 
to assure victory for the United States and its allies. 

Its categories include (in order of priority)} 

(l) Enesy nuclear delivery capability and its critical 


supporting elements, 

(2) flovercaentel and military control centers, 

(3) Enemy war sustaining resources, including urban 
industrial area**” 

- General damage critori*. 

- Constraint* policy. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 




Subject: Target Coordination and Ab bo elated Problems (U) 


l. Ae agreed at their last meeting with you on 15 June I960, the 
Joint Chief* of Staff have prepared the enclosed paper which delineate b 
more clearly their different views on the above subject, particularly in 
the areas of Policy, Selection of Targets* and Planning and Coordination. 


2. You will note that Enclosure “A", on Policy, is merely an outline. 
Inasmuch as a draft policy is now before the Joint Chiefs of Staff fox con¬ 
sideration, it la felt that it would be inappropriate to burden this paper with 
other than an outline at this time. 


3, It Is requested that the Secretary of Defence read thia paper prior 
to meeting with the Joint Chiefs of Staff on Thursday, 30 June I960, in 
order that he may be aware of the various views of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff on the subjects covered. 




For the Joint Chiefs of Staff: 


SIGNED 

N. F. TWINING. 
Chairman, 

Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
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ENCLOSURE "A” 

poure 

1. General. A basic policy* Is needed to translate the 
guidanoe of Study 2009 and the President's decision thereon 
into pertinent and sufficiently complete instructions to 
commanders of unified and specified commands and to provide 
guidance for the selection of targets for the NSTL. 

2. Outline of Policy . 

a. Purpose. 

b. Concept, 

c. Intent. 

d. Objectives. 

£. Strike priorities. 

f. Supporting targets. 

£. Damage Criteria. 

n. Assurance. 


In accordance with Secretary of Defense discussion on 
15 June i 960 , Joint Chiefs of Staff will be responsible for 
establishing this policy. 


\l-273-60 


921118 ~f$t1 


- 1 


Enclosure "A” 


SSOP- SB C BB T 


ENCLOSURE "B 11 
SELECTION OF TARGETS 


1. General . A basic method or procedure is required to pro¬ 
vide for the selection of targets which are to be included on 
the NSTL regardless of the agency which prepares the list. 

The following paragraphs discuss the basic considerations and 
explain various methods of accomplishment of the preparation 
of the NSTL by different agencies. 


2. Preparation. Coordination, and Approval of the NSTL . 
a.. Policy Outdance . 

(1) The agency designated by the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
to prepare the NSTL will prepare that list in consonance 
with the policy guidanoe to be developed from the outline 
in Enclosure "A" hereto. 

(2) The following is an appropriate directive to the 
agency designated to prepare the NSTL: 

"In consonance with the polioy Bet forth in 

_ ,* select a minimum 

number of targets for Inclusion in the National 
Strategic Target List (NSTL), 

"The list of tarsats selected will be submitted in 
such a manner as to indicate the proportions of the 
various elements of the jjSin o-Soviet Bloc^ war-making 
potential which are at risk in each target selected. 
These targets should be grouped geographically to 


* Will refer to JCS Targeting Policy now outlined in Enclosure 
"A" hereto. 
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facilitate target analyses and attack as complexes. 
Targets, the attack of which is necessary primarily 
for defense suppression and to facilitate penetration 
of friendly forces, will not be included in the-NSTL. 

"In the accomplishment of this task, you are 
authorized to request assistance as may be necessary 
from the Military Services and from commands and 
agencies responsible to the Joint Chiefs of Staff." 
b. Basic Inputs 

(l) The basic intelligence data required for the 
selection of a list of targets is contained in the Target 
Data Inventory (TDI), The TDX contains all known ess6n-i 
tial Information concerning targets of significance 

The 


which are known to be withir^the Sino-Soviet BlocTJ 
TDI Is published by the Air Force Intelligence Center 


(AFIC), which organization is within the Directorate of 
Intelligence, USAF, is Jointly manned and operates under 
the terms of "The Joint Targeting Arrangement," and for 
Joint matters is under the monitorship of the J-2 in 
compliance with a directive by the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. Among others, the Services, the commanders of 
unified and specified commands, and the Joint Staff are 
holders of the TDI, 

(2) Source material for the TDI is received from all 
Intelligence Bgenoles within the government. The AFIC 
further evaluates the intelligence data received, and 
translates this evaluated data into a standardized format 
(TDl) suitable for preliminary target selection purposes. 

(3) In addition to the TDI, the agenoy selected to 
prepare the target list should have access to the 
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Information contained in the Optimum-Mix Target List of 
Study 2009, 

£,♦ Preparation, Review and Coordination . 


(l) The Initial step in the preparation of a NSTL is 
the selection of a list of targets from the TOI by opera¬ 
tions and plans personnel, assisted and advised by intel¬ 
ligence personnel. 

Army-Navy-Marine Corps View 

Air Force View 

Delete. 

Upon completion of the selection 
of a tentative list of targets, 
it is evaluated, reviewed and 
translated into a final recom¬ 
mended NSTL in light of 
operational and planning con¬ 
siderations. The evaluation 
includes verification that the 
list will achieve the prescrib¬ 
ed percent damage levels to 
the basic strengths of the 
enemy. 

(2) Review and evaluation of the NSTL, prior to its 
consideration and approval by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
would be by appropriate directorates of the Joint Staff. 

The NSTL would be processed through established ohannels 
and would be subject to Service coordination and review 
prior to being presented to the joint Chiefs of Staff 
for approval. 
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4. Procedure for Keeping NSTL up-to-date . 
Army-Maw-Marine Corps ytev» 


Tile 1ISTL would be sub¬ 
jected to a major review 
each year by the designated 


Air Force View 
The guidance upon which the 

NSTL is based would be review- 


each year by the designated ed and approved annually by 

agency and approved by the Joint the Joint Chiefs of Staff 




• <? Chiefs of Staff in sufficient 


concurrently with their 


time for changes to be reflected review and approval of the 
in the instructions to the appro- basic ( JS0i\ ) The NSTL itself 
priate commander(s) in the<4scpL would be subject to day-to- 

Jn addition, the NSTL should be day updating according to 

kept under continuous review and procedures established by 

changes made in the light of the responsible agency in 

current intelligence. The sped- light of ohanging intelli- 
fic details of accomplishing gence and other factors: 


this task will vary somewhat 
depending on which agency 1 b 
assigned the task. Howeverj 
variations in procedures are 
not expected to be significant. 


gence and other factors; 
however, any deviation from 
the prescribed damage levels 
of basic enemy strength 
would require approval of 


u expected to be significant, the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

Agency to Prepare NSTL . The information to be pre¬ 
sented here will deal with the method and capability for 
accomplishment of the preparation of the NSTL, It should 
be pointed out that the methods of accomplishment stated 
herein are representative only and do not nscessarily state 
the exact method which either of the three agencies under 
discussion would follow if assigned the task. Further, 
there may be additional steps in the procedures outlined 
or certain of the procedures could be accomplished con¬ 
currently. 
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Army-Navy-Marine Corps vi ew 

(l) Capability of Accomplish¬ 
ment, There are three elements 
associated with the capability 
of any agency to accomplish the 
selections of targets to be in¬ 
cluded on the NSTL, These are: 

(a) Intelligence Informa¬ 
tion - As explained in para¬ 
graph 2 b (l) and (2) above, 
the basic intelligence input 
is the Target Bata Inventory 
(TDI). The TDI would be 
available to the agency 
selected to prepare the 
target list, 

(b) Availability of Facili¬ 
ties and Equipment - The agency 
selected to prepare the target 
list should have, or have 
aaoesa to electronic com¬ 
puting machines to facilitate 
the selection and analysis 

of targets. In addition, 
the designated agency should 
have secure working spaces 
and the necessary reproduction 
equipment, 
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Air Foree View 
(l) Capability of 
Accomplishment , There are 
four elements associated 
with the capability of any 
agenoy to accomplish the 
selections of targets to be 
included on the NSTL. These 
are: 

(a) Intelligence 
Information - As explain¬ 
ed in paragraph lb (l) 
and (2) above, the basic 
intelligence input is the 
Target Data Inventory 
(TDI), 

(b) Operational 
Information - As Indi¬ 
cated in paragraph 1 c 
above, planning and 
operational considera¬ 
tions muBt be applied 
to target selection. 

Among other considera¬ 
tions, this must include 
the capabilities and 
limitations of delivery 
forces and weapons, and 
operational procedures 
and techniques, 
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Arm y-Navy-Marine Corps View 

Air Force View 
(c) Availability of 
Facilities and Equipment - 
The a^noy selected to 
prepare the target list 
must have immediately 
available electronic 
computing machines of 
considerable capacity and 
the trained computer 
personnel to facilitate 
the selection and continuing 
analysis of targets due to 
the dynamic nature of 
targeting. 

(c) Personnel - Hie personnel talentB required are 
experience in intelligence, plans, and operations. 


(2) Accomplishment by the Joint Chiefs of Staff . 

(a) The Joint Chiefs of Staff issue a directive to 
the Director, Joint Staff, charging him with the 
responsibility of preparing the NSTL, (See paragraph 
2 a, above.) 

(b) The Director, J-3, assisted by J-5 and J-2, 
prepares a list of targets utilizing the TDI, the 
"Optimum-Mix” Target List from Study £009 and such 
assistance and coordination as is necessary from the 
Services, the unified .-and specified commands, and 
other appropriate agencies. 

(o) The Director, J-5, in coordination with the 
Director, J-3, reviews and evaluates the list of tar¬ 
gets from a plans and operations point of view. At 


Enclosure "B" 

TOP SKCRg r 


JCSM-273-60 


- 7 - 



this point, machine evaluations as appropriate will 
be made utilizing the facilities of an agency such as 
DASA or AFIC. 

(d) (The Director, J-3, coordinates the target list 
with the Services within established procedures and 
submits the target list to the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
for consideration and approval. 


Array -Maw -Marine Corps yi avr 

(e) The capability exists with¬ 
in the Organization of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff to aocom- 


Air Force View 
(e) Without major 
augmentation and reorganiza¬ 
tion within the Organization 


plish this task without augments- of the Joint Chiefs of staff. 


tion through the effective 
utilization of existing agenalea 
suoh as AFIC, DASA, etc. 


the capability doe3 not exist 
to accomplish this task even 
with the effective utiliza¬ 
tion of existing external 


agencies, 

(3) Accomplishment by the Strategic Air Command . 

(a) The Joint Chiefs of Staff issue a directive to 


the Commander in Chief, Strategic Air Command, charging 
him with the responsibility of preparing the NSTL. 

(See paragraph 2 a above). 

(b) The SAC staff, with the participation of Intel¬ 
ligence, Operations, and Plans personnel, prepares a 
list of targets utilizing the TDI, the guidance in 
Enclosure J1 A" and such assistance and coordination as 
is considered necessary from the Services, the unified 
commands, and other appropriate agencies. 

(c) The list of targets is reviewed and evaluated 
by appropriate SAC staff directorates from a planning 
and operational point of view. Machine evaluation as 
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appropriate will be made utilizing SAC equipment and 
facilities. 

(d) The target list is processed in normal staff 
procedure, approved by the Commander in Chief, Stra¬ 
tegic Air Command, and forwarded to the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff. 

(e) The appropriate Joint Staff directorates review 
and evaluate the target list as submitted by CINCSAC. 

(f) The Direotor, J-3, coordinates the target list 
with the Services within established procedures and 
submits the target list to the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
for consideration and approval, 

(g) The capability exists within the Strategic Air 
Command to accomplish this task utilizing existing 
resourcea, 

(4) Accomplishment by a Pnifled Strategic Command . 
Since such a command ia not now in existence, specific 
details are not available. However, the method of accom¬ 
plishment, would be similar to that outlined for CINCSAC 
In paragraph 2 £ (3) above. 
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ENCLOSURE "C” 

PLANNING AND COORDINATION 

1. General . 

a. Regardless of the echelon of command involved, a 
definitive method is necessary to translate the attack of the 
targets of the NSTL into an effective national effort. 

b. The discussions which follow are developed within the 
context of! 

(1) Prior establishment by the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
of basic policy along the lines of Enclosure "A", and 

(2) Approval by the Joint Chiefs of Staff of an NSTL 
prepared by a selected agency in consonance with the policy 
outlined in Enclosure ’’A" and assignment by the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff or a designated agenoy, of these targets 

to the appropriate comraander(s) for attack. 

Army-Navy-Marine Corps View 

Air Force View 

c,. (1) It should be noted that. Delete 

in the past, many of the sub¬ 
stantive divergencies and 
conflicts which have arisen 
have concerned such matters 
as: 

(a) Which targets should 
be attacked? 

(b) Who should attack the 
targets? 

(c) The damage levels 
and assurance levels (l.e,, 
the extent of desired 
duplication on targets to 
produoe the desired effect). 

(d) Priorities. 

SECRE T- 
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THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
Washington 25, D, C, 


SM-679-60 
15 July I960 


MEMORANDUM FORi General Twining 

Admiral Burke 
General White 
General Lemnitser 
General Shoup 


Subjects Target Coordination and Associated Problems (U) 


Pursuant to the agreement at the meeting of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff on l4 July i 960 , the attached spread sheets, 
reflecting the various views on the National Strategic Targeting 
Policy, are circulated for consideration at the meeting of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff at 1400, Friday, 15 July i 960 . 
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(2) under the preconditions 
set out xn subparagraph b_ 
Ejovej tne primary substantive 
oasis for divergence relative 
to attack of targets on the 
NSTL /111 have been resolved 
by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
Accordingly, in this context, 
the effectiveness of the 
planning and coordination 
system can be measured 
against the remaining areas 
of uotential conflict which 
concern primarily operational 
natters such as routes, timing 
and other details. 


2. Terminology (definitions, etc.) - See Appendix. 

3. Tvpe 3 of Plans 

a. Several kinds of plans are necessary to the full and 
coordinated execution of military operations,; however, uhe 
type of plans of particular pertinence to this discussion 

J 

are those which relate to air or missile delivered autac.c of 
specified targets or target complexes (i.e., plans for 
strategic bombardment), ifhile the basic purpose of plans 
at the various echelons of command is fundamentally the same, 
the detailed content necessary to the plans at each echelon 
vary widely depending upon the assigned responsibilities. 

£,* Relating plans specifically to the attack of targets 
of the NSTL, appropriate plans must be developed by each 
echelon of command to affectively pair up the forces avail- 
aole to that echelon with the targets to be attacked by 
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those forces along with the guidance needed to provide effec¬ 
tive coordination among che next subordinate echelons, 
c.. The following types of plans are pertinent: 

(l) Strategic Plans - J 'A plan for the over-all conduct 

of a war,' 1 (Example - JSCP) 

A strategic plan such as JSCP 
furnishes strategic guidance to 
include: 

Basic Undertakings 
Strategic Concept 
Tasks for Subordinate Commanders 
In addition, the annexes provide 
more detailed guidance on various 
aspects of operations. In par¬ 
ticular, the Atomic Annex to JSCP 
contains general policy and other 
additional details on this policy, 
guidance on targeting, danage 
criteria, and fallout constraints. 
In addition, it provides detailed 
allocations of atomic weapons to 
commanders. At such time a3 a 
definitive NSTL Is approved, 
target assignment to tne appro¬ 
priate commander(s) for attack 
will be included. Such guidanoe 
as is necessary to Insure 
effective coordination of the 
. operations of subordinate oomnands 

(as envisaged m UNAAF - JCS 
Pub #2) is also included. This 
may include such matters as: 

JCSK-273-SO - 12 - Enclosure "c" 
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Guidance relative to submission 
of plans for review by the 
Joint Chief 3 of Staff. 

Establishment of areas of 
responsibility. 

Appointing a coordinating 
authority. 

(2) Operations Plan - ,f A plan for the accomplishment of 

an operation, a series of 
operations, or a phase of a 
campaign. It may be based on 
stated assumptions and cover a 
single operation or a series of 
connected operations to be 
carried out simultaneously or in 
succession. It is the form of 
directive employed by high 
echelons of command to permit 
subordinate commanders to prepare 
their supporting plans or orders." 
(Example - CINCEttR OPLAN 100-1 or 
SAC Basic War PlanJ 
An operations plan (such as SAC 
B asic War Plan ) includes such 
guidance (taken from( JSCPj j) to the 
subordinate command as may be 
pertinent to them, in addition, 
it includes the mission of the 
command as a whole and delineates 
the tasks of the subordinate 
commands. Among other things, 
it includes: 

aseaeir 
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Strategic concept of the 
command. 

Operational and tactical 
concept of the command. 
Pertinent coordinating 
instructions. 

Execution instructions. 
Pertinent target assignment 
information. 

The various annexes contain such 
information as: 

Staging bases. 

Speoifio guidance relative to 
atomic operations. 

Airlift. 

Support targets. 

Aircraft evacuation. 

(3) Operations Order - A directive to conduct an opera¬ 
tion (Example - SAC Operations 
Order 50 - 61 ). 

SAG OFORD 50-61, in general, con¬ 
tains information common to orders 
of all types. Specifically, it 
includes guidanoa relative to: 

SAC command structure. 

General instructions for sub¬ 
ordinate units. 

Pertinent coordinating instruc¬ 
tions. 

Operational concepts and other 
data to permit detailed 
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planning by task organization 
commanders, such as target 
assignment. 

Annexes include details on suoh 
matters as: 

Priorities, 

Taotics. 

Timing. 

ECM, 

Bnergenoy minlmums. 

Post-strike bases. 

Corridors. 

Electonic Reconnaissance, 

Special instructions on atomic 
weapons. 

Fuzing data. 

(4) Single Integrated Operational Plan - 


Arrnr --■'lavy-Marine Corps View 
This term is not 
specifically defined in Joint 
Publication #1. It has been 
used in conjunction with 
deliberations of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff related to 
planning for the attack of 
the targets of the NSTL. It 
would, in substance, be the 
same as an Operation Plan 
defined above. The addition 
of the adjectives "single" 
and "integrated" connote 

X | 

.ssessT* J 

JCSK 273 So - 15 - 


Air Force View 
This term is not 
specifically defined in Joint 
Publication #1. It has been 
used in conjunction with 
deliberations by the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff related to 
planning for the attack of 
the National Strategic Target 
list, It would constitute 
the single plan for the 
attack of all targets on the 
NSTL and would provide for 
the scheduled and controlled 

Enclosure ,l c" 
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that the various operations 
plans of the commands taking 
part in the attack of the , 
targets of the NSTL are 
dovetailed together into a 
single plan covering the^ 
entire operation. Suoh a 
plan would he prepared by a 
Unified Strategic Command if 
one were established. In 
fact, the^JSCP^ls a plan 
which, at the national level, 
integrates military operations 
by specifying the missions, 
tasks and operational responsi-^, 
bilities of the commanders of 
unified and specified 
commands. Among other things, 
the JSCP would provide the com¬ 
manders with policy guidance 
and the NSTL with assignment 
of targets to the appropriate 
commander(s), Commanders 
would prepare implementing 
operational plans and 
coordinate them as directed 
prior to submission to the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff for 
approval. The Joint Staff 
would review these plans to 
insure complete integration 
of operational effort. Pinal 


commitment of all effective 
forces against these targets 
on the basis of one mcegrated 
action designed to achieve 
prompt and decisive results. 

In essence, this is a derailed 
integrated strike plan based 
on the following principles: 

(a) Execution cannot 

be dependent on coordination 
after war starts . 

(b) Mutual support of 
atta cking forces . 

(e) Elimination of 
interference and possible" 
self destr uctio n. 

cimum effective¬ 
ness, achieved through 
unity of the strategic 
effort. 
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approval of the commanders' 
individual operational plans 
by the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
would effectively combine 
these individual plans into 
an integrated national-level 
operational plan. 


4. Considerations Relating to Translation of Policy and 
NSTL into Appropriate Plans . 

a. Nature of Tasks . The primary task under discussion is 
nuclear bombardment, by aircraft or missile, of strategic tar- 
eet^in^the Sino-Soviet BlocTj The effective accomplishment 
of tHis task is of prime importance to the war effort and 
the nation. Consequently, direction to include definitive 


guidance from the National level, is an essential pre-requisite 
to its success. 

b, Types of Plana Required . 


Army-Nav y-Marine Corps View 

For a task of the type 

envisaged here, the normal 

types of plans, modified 

appropriately, are adequate. 

The essential new requirement 

for this task is a higher 

degree of centralized planning 

than is normally the case. 

Accordingly, the plans at all 

echelons must presoribe more 

precise detail than is usual 

to assure fully coordinated. 

decentralized execution by 

all subordinate echelons, 

Sgeflgf 
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Air Force View 

For a task of the type 
envisaged here, some 
modification of existing 
plans is necessary. The 
essential new requirements, 
for this task are clearer, 
more definitive guidance 
and a higher degree of 
centralized detailed planning 
than is normally the case. 
Accordingly, the plans at 
all operational echelons must 
prescribe more precise detail 
than is usual to assure fully 
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integrated plans yet retaining 
decentralized execution by 
all subordinate ecnelon3. 

Type of Coordination Required , At each echelon of com¬ 
mand, the elements of coordination are different depending 
upon the responsibilities which repose at that level. For 
example, at the National level, there is full responsibility 
for assuring effective attack of targets on the NSTL. There¬ 
fore, specific guidance must be generated by that level to 
assure unmistakeable understanding on the part of subordinate 
commanders of their part in this undertaking. The necessary 
guidance should be incorporated in the JSCP. At the other 
extreme, at the level of the aircraft crew, complete and 
definitive detailed instructions must be prepared in advance, 
covering every aspect of mating man, machine - weapon and 
target which is susceptible to pre-planning, 

d. Special Considerations . The special considerations 
associated with this type of operation are twofold! 

(1) Criticality of the time factor in terms of reaction 
to warning or hostile a ttack as well as the potential 
strategic effect which can accrue in a limited time at the 
very outset of war. 

(2) The unprecedented magnitude of the effect which can 
be obtained by a successful attack with nuclear weapons 
against the targets of the NSTL. 

These factors must be given prime consideration in all plans 
at all levels, 

5. Methods and Prooedure3 Required to Keep Plans Current and 
to Assure Moat Effective Execution . In the light of the critioal- 
ity of the time factor discussed above and the volume of detail 
which must be incorporated in plans, methods and procedures are 
necessary which can accomplish the many unavoidable changes in a 
Sjggggg* 
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rapid manner. Automation is needed to assist the operating levels 
in this respeot to assure optimum readiness for action under all 
conditions. 


o. Alternative Methods and Capabilities for Accomplishing 
Planning and Coordination Relative to Attack of the Targets of 
the NSTL, 

a. In recent discussion, the Joint Chiefs of Staff have 
considered the following alternative approaches to accomplish¬ 
ing the above: 

(1) By the Joint Chiefs of Staff (Joint Staff). 

(2) By the Strategic Air Command as agent for the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. 

(3) By establishment of a Unified Strategic Command. 

(4) By Unified and Specified Commands, 


Arne-]Iavr -Marine Corps Vi ew 
b. The ultimate purpose to 
be aohleved is the same no 
matter which of the above 
alternatives may be adopted - 
namely, assurance that a sound 
coordinated effective plan e 
exists to employ the available 
capable forces of the United 
States in a national effort 
designed to destroy or 


Air Force View 

b. The ultimate purpose to 
be achieved is assurance that 
a sound, integrated effective 
plan exists to employ the 
available capable forces of 
the United States in a 
national effort designed to 
destroy or neutralize as 
appropriate the targets on the 
approved NSTL. 


neutralize as appropriate the 
targets on the approved NSTL, 

c_ £. Comments relative to roles and responsibilities under 
the various alternatives follow: 
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(l) By tha Joint Chiefs of Staff (Joint Staff) . 


Army-N avy-Marine Corps View 
Under this alternative, 
planning and coordination 
would be carried out in much 
the same manner aa no tr 
applies but with certain 
significant differences. 

First, an approved policy 
covering the essential 
aspects of the NSTL together 
with criteria and guidance 
relative to weight of attack 
against it will exist. 

Secondly, an approved NSTL will 
exist, Within this context, 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
through the Joint Staff, are 
capable of providing the 
strategic direction and 
coordination which is necessary 
from the National level. To 
accomplish this, the JSCP 
and its Annexes will need to 
incorporate detailed guidance 
to commanders. Specifically, 
it would include, among other 
things: 


Air Force View 

An approved policy covering 
the essential aspects of the 
NSTL together with criteria 
and guidance for the 
destruction of the basic 
enemy strengths will exist. 

For this alternative to be 
considered, it must be 
assumed that the NSTL would 
also be prepared by the 
Joint Staff. Within this 
context, the Joint Staff is 
not capable of developing 
a single integrated operations 
plan for attack of the NSTL 
and cannot become so without 
major augmentation and 
reorganization. 


(a) Essential features of the approved policy such 
as assurance, damage criteria, strike priorities, sup¬ 
porting targets, etc. 


sgcaer 
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(b} Assignment of targets of the NSTL to the appro¬ 
priate c onanande r (s). 

(c) Coordination instructions to subordinate com¬ 
manders, 

(d) Allocation of weapons to commanders. 

(e) Fallout constraints, 

(f) Provisions for review by the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff of the plans of commanders of the unified and 
specified commands. 

Within the context of the JSCP guidance, the commanders of 
unified and specified ooimnands would develop plans for 
accomplishment of their portion of the attack of targets 
of the NSTL as well a3 for the attack of such other targets 
as may be necessary to the accomplishment of their theater 
mission, thus insuring an integrated effective national 
effort. 

(2) By the Strategic Air Command as Agent for the Joint 


Chiefs of Staff . 

Army-Navy- Marine Corps View 
Under tills approach, it is 
assumed that, within the policy 
guidance of the JSCP, CINCSAC 
would be designated as the 
coordinating authority for 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 

(Sea definition of coordinating 
authority in the Appendix 
hereto). As such, the entire 
NSTL would be furnished him 
and he would write and pro¬ 
mulgate and operational plan 

sseam - 
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Air Force View 

Under this approach, 

CINCSAC would be designated 
"Strategic Targeting 
Authority", (to be defined 
in the Appendix) for the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. It 
Is presumed that as such the 
responsibility for preparing 
the NSTL and Single Integrated 
Operations Plans is assigned 
to CINCSAC, In this capacity, 
the Strategic Targeting 
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in coordination with other 
Interested commanders. The 
responsibility here would be 
limited, m that the power of 
resoluation would be at the 
next echelon, the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, Under this situation, 
command authority would be 
retained by the individual 
commanders. After approval 
of the plan by the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, it would be 
implemented by the commanders 
at the direction of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, It is 
considered that CINCSAC does 


Authority acts as agent for 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff and 
reports to them. The 
Strategic Targeting Authority 
would require more joint 
support than is presently 
available in Hq SAC, CINCSAC 
has the capability to carry 
out effectively this type of 
planning and strategic 
targeting function. However, 
augmentation of Joint support 
would be called for. 


have the capability to carry 
out effectively this type 
of planning and coordinating 
function. In thi3 case, as in 
all of the others which follow, 
the Joint Staff would accomplish 
the normal functions of staff 
review on behalf of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. 

(3) By Establishment of a Unified Strategic Command . 
Under this concept, within the policy guidance of the JSCP, 
the responsibility for planning, coordinating, integrating, 
and executing the attack on all of the targets of the 
NSTL would be assigned to that command, subject to review 
by the Joint Chiefs of Staff as is now done for plans 
of all unified and specified commands. Initially, at 
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least, such a command "ecuId have two component commands - 
Naval and Air Force. The command could develop the 
capabilities, utilizing existing available resources of 
CINCSAC, to carry out affectively the assigned responsi¬ 
bility. 


the Unified and Specified Commands. 


Army-Navy -Marine Corps View 
The assigned responsibilities 
and functions of the Joint 


Chiefs of Staff, the Joint 
Staff, and the oommanders of 


unified and specified commands 
would be Identical with that 


set out in paragraph (l) 
above, 


Air Force View 

The development of an 
integrated operations plan 
as the result of collating 
individual plans from the 
unified and specified 
commanders increases the 
complexity, further diffuses 
the responsibility and would 
be a variation of the method 
outlined in paragraph (l) 
above, 
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APPENDIX TO ENCLOSURE 11 C" 
TERMINOLOGY 


TERM MEANING 30URCE 

Strategic Plan A plan for the overall con- JCS Pub 1* 

duct of a war, 

Operations Plan A plan for the accomplishment JCS Pub 1 

of an operation, a series of 
operations, or a phase of a 
campaign. It may be based 
on stated assumptions and 
cover a single operation or 
a series of connected opera¬ 
tions to be carried out simul¬ 
taneously or in succession. 

It is the form of directive 
employed by high echelons of 
command to permit subordinate 
commanders to prepare their 
supporting plans or orders. 

See operation order. 

Strike An air attack on a single JCS Pub 1 

objective. 

Strategic Air Warfare Air combat and supporting JCS Pub 1 

operations designed to effeot, 
through the systematic appli¬ 
cation of force to a selected 
series of vit al targ ets, the 
progressive destruction and 
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Strategic Mission 


Coordinating 

Authority 


JCSM-273-60 


MEANING 


3 


SOURCE 



cransporbalxon systems, 
communication facilities, 
concentrations of uncommitted 
elements of enemy armed 
forces, key agricultural 
areas, and other such tar¬ 
get systems. 

A mission directed against one JCS Pub 1 
or more of a selected series 
of enemy targets with the pur¬ 
pose of progressive destruction 
and disintegration of the 
enemy's war-making capacity 
and his^will^o make war. Tar¬ 
gets include key manufacturing 
systems, sources of raw materials, 
critical material, stockpiles, 
power systems, transportation 
systems, communication facilities, 
and other^suchjjarget systems. 

As opposed to tactical opera¬ 
tions, strategic operations are 
designed to have a long-range, 
rather than immediate, effect 
on the enemy and his military 
forces. 

A commander or individual JC s Pub l 

assigned responsibility for 
coordinating specific 
functions or activities in¬ 
volving forces of two or more 
Services, or two or more forces 
of the same Service. He has 



- 25 - 


Appendix to 
Enclosure 11 C” 


•< n -t o 


4 





. 'PERM 


) 

MEANING SOURCE 

the authority to require 
consultation between the 
agencies involved, but does 
not have the authority to 
compel agreement, In the 
event he is unable to obtain 
essential agreement, he shall 
refBr the matter to the 
appointing authority. 
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THE) JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
Washington 25* D,C. 


SM-679-60 
15 July i 960 


&®MORANDUM FOR; General Twining 

Admiral Burke 
General White 
General Lemnitaer 
General Shoup 



Subject: Target Coordination and Associated Problems (U) 

Pursuant to the agreement at the meeting of tjie Joint 
Chiefs of Staff on 14 July I960, the attached spread sheets, 
reflecting the various views on the National Strategic Targeting 
Policy, are circulated for consideration at the meeting of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff at 1400, Friday* 15 July i 960 . 




F LX. BLOUIN, 

Hkup Admiral, USN, 
Deputy Secretary. 
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ninety percent probability of ereer* 
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A DMIRAL BURKEIS CONV ERSATION WITH SECRETARY FRANKE; 12 AUG 60 


i 

i 

ADM BURKE: 


* ^ ave a rough time in the 'last couple of 
"'-days. - L Nobody knows this, except; Claude " Ricketts who was there. 
He doesn't .know what happened yJsfety,'^ept f^ery^SSS 
terns. They asked us especially not to 1 debrief .anybod y.' I, also 


' ' - , ' ^ ‘ * '_ . — -i VVM J f JL , = 

told Jim Russell very, generally what'was happening in case any: 


thing happened. , But nobody'else in the Wy knows' it at all.' Or 


knows anything‘about ‘it, although they are curious as hell. *1 put," 

_ > . ' 1 1 1 i ' ' < 


out the word i( not to speculate and;not be curious-just hoping^they, 
will have patience. 


*4 1 I 

'J 1 


'.,’v 


;' • 


1 i 


i ii 


. , , 1 , , But Tom came down with'a kproposal.Wednesday .after-' 

« noon. X had, heard he was going to. .And'they came down with a 1 / 

,' P r °P osal ^ to SAC. the' responsibility for making out' the ' 
targQ ' t individual .targets—not' complexes-^which'would L 'r , . 
7 . j And «*ke: out.' 1 the'|integrated operational V | 

;plans—-that he' would have a' deputy from another. Service of his ■ ■ ‘ . 
’* choice—he would recommend that that ’would be frori 'another Service. 

' That there.would be''stiffs .furnished.-some/people' for his,.staff 
■ :from the:other-Services. .And there would be representatives of 
thejother 'Unified Commands in SAC's headquarters. ‘ , - 

1 MR * FRAN*®: Permanently or just for'this job?, ' 1 \ 

' ,ADM BURKE: ,; For this job-Lpermanent .gob." It"would have' to be ' . 
done'all'the time; ■ They would' have to be right, there’. 

ill - t _ i 11* 1 1 i i 

HR» FRANKE: . Constant changes? ‘~~ n ’' ■ , , ' . 1 

_Hi - i | 1 - , 

ADM BURKE: yes. How 'hehas, -done-this, ,I. am sure— I don't see ■ 

how he can believe that,' la good. • He Is 'igniting the fundamental ' 


! - .1 


thing—what S AC has,done in the past : 1 ,They, have 'never followed 


» r 


i, i.i 

v 


i 'ii 


1 ** 



I; 



1 I I I 

Hi i i* 

. f 


, through with the Joint Chiefs policies, ','he says, well they' ought ' 

'' . . - ‘ ' , *' " ’ ' < -.r , . , - " I ' ' ' '7 ■> ' ' 1 ' 

■ i to. Well, sure they' ought'to: But the Joint Chiefs and'.the 

1 ■' ' ’ . ■ 1 ' ■, , , J ' ■ , , . ■ ' , 

l i 1 * i i 1 a | r \ i 1 i 

Secretary of Defense himself have not.made SAC amenable to control. 

~>N Vi-' ' ' ’’ I * ' , ' ' - 

.t-A - l ^ i 1 , . • ' * i "* 1 ,i- _ | 

/ J Libby was, kicked out, for' telling the truth—just exactly what 

Y ■ ^ , -- ■ 1 , ' t——e,.' : 

' Libby said was going to happen. ,,He was dumb for mentionin g—names 

' 1 1 1 1 * 1 . ' 

, 1 ( ' ,1 ' , _ I 

But Power who did' 4 not 'tell the truth is' stintin' the Service. , 

r r 1 —^—-—~ 1 ~- 

, , So, what has' happened in the 1 past—there are a 1 . 

I y 1 1 r 1 ' - ' ' ■ ' 

1 '■* ■ T 1 ' , I 

• lot of things like that—but Tom ignoresthat and says he does.' 

- ' ' , - , , 1 ' ■' 

* ’ , ' • | l H ' 1 , 1 

' Because he says he cannot build his bases,on distrust. And he is , 


.right. 


He would rhave this ‘operational plan--he has got some 


policy statements there'which are pretty broad--he has it in his 

, , . 7 1 ' * , ' 1 , , ■ ' 1 

1 1 1 , - - , , 1 . ^ 1 1 1 1 1 

policy planning'—operational plan that the plan would include , 

‘ ' 1 , - 1 1 ‘ 1 ' T I 1 

* - •* » 1 < ' , I 

H , a, list of all the targets which would,be hit. That it would » , 

• *, 1 1 , 1 , 1 ‘ .1 < ^ 

1, * 'll, 11 ' , 1 * 11 1 

determine the weight of the attack. . In'other words,, the^Tittm bomb 

1 1 , | 1 , » t, ' ,1 ~ , 'i ' * r 

1 ' , order would be-placed, and the numbers of bombs' which in effect > 

, * 1 - , ' * 1 , I • ' 1 ' I 1 «' ‘i - - J - 

r , 1 , \ | 1 1 1 ’ 1 1 1 - 

determines the atomin weapons .requirement., And, : 5AC is-about, ten > 

, 1 • 1 ■' 1 . ' , 1 1 ■ 1 1,1 L '' ' 

1 ' times as high L as anybody, else— r very much'Mgher, not ten times. ,' 

1 , 1 ",' 1 ’ - 1 . ■ , • 

' 1 ^He would'determine—-he would integrate in 1 detai‘1' the details of 

. 1 ■ ' i 1 1 

’ 1 , - ' ' 1 - - „ ' 

■ corridors,, timing of the attack, the ECM's): everything, ',though thair~y 

, Y " ' > , , ' ‘ J ■ ^ , ' , 1 ' ,'' > 

would mean,that they could,jand SAC will, I think, go so far as 1 

, , 1 ” ,-i 1 I 1 . ' 

| to .position, the carriers ,in' the ocean—say you stay‘right here, 4 

-« ' " , "i 1 ^ 1 , 

’ I Or that you will stay within your, corridors. ' In-other words, they 

, I - 1 ', 1 ' ■ 1 ' , ' ' , 'i 

1 , | « , 1 1 1 >i 1 l 

. 1 can make it very tough. Now worse than that,,it does' not allow 


* :; 


any flexibility for conducting attacks: SAC itself- does not- follow 

-1-* 1 1 | 1 “ hi 

I 1 '1 1 1 ) - 1 1 1 1 111 

those things,' They have, a general .rule but they do not .follow it 

I , H H I * ' , -I 1 | ' | ' ' ' 


1 2 , 
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f^'ASSlFl'EU' 

.. This-‘would give SAC — I think it completely 'Abrogates the rosponsi- 1 

' ' '■ ■ , 1 . " < 1 ■ , 

a bilities of thb Joint Chiefs of Staff*, in spite "of the. fact that' 

* x ~ 1 ^ 4 i ' I ij 1 i' , ( | 

the Joint Chiefs 'of Staff would get to review this’. But' if they 
,■ ' " , 1 '•< 1 ' " ' \ ' " | 11 
can't make out the thing, they can 1 1; review j .t ■ Another point k to 

■ this thing ( is that:'Tom' 1 is going to have all ,f;he'Joint Chiefs go , ' 


l I 

out and stay for thr ee whole days to review this thing. I could 


• i 


i i 

I ' M 

, I 

i 


not review, the thing In three mo nths by myselfMt takes, a staff". 

, . . - ' ' ^ 1 ' . - , 1 .1 ' r i | •' \ 1 , 1 • 1 H “ , 

■to analyze this stuff. 1 It'takes three, months to work it out with 

. I„ , L _ - , , M , , ._ i I 1 ' 

[, 600 people. '' Nobody else can do it 'because "they, have the'brains. 

1 - . , , ! • . • ,i t ■ , * ■ 1 . . 

1 A 1 , , t I , 

up there. And they are going to s take the joint Chiefs of Staff " 

I , ^ | _ll"l ( ( J 1 1 I ( ' 

‘ out there to. review it. It. is a'snow''jo b. Tom ought' to know that'.' 

, 1 '* , ' ’ • . , , 7T^ ' 1 - 

It, is a complete snow job, Butn I could ,not go",out "there and kick. 

■ 1 t . '' 1 

| And neither could anybody else because you could not know'what the 
score is. ,The Joint & Chiefs of_Staff would abrogate.their 

, \ ' , - . i ■ 

J i | t | i 

responsibilities absolutely, and SAC would be running the general' 1 ' 

* I » , , i * 1 - i i I _ < -• , ° i _ 

-<•« « i i -i 1 i • —-: —'— ----,-— ' 


’war." That is the "first' thing. Now Toni does not believe that: 


I I - - --*■'*“** '* w '*'*^ V.LidU«- 1 

: 1 ' ■ 

He, says the Joint Chiefs-of Staff ought to. I said you'set it '&up 


• I i 


so‘ they can f t- - : ■' 1 , : 

w-’' ; 1 1 

;, The next thing was the effect on Unified Commanders 

, i - • l ii . t l 

« , " ' \ • * ' 1 ' 1 

Because this 1 operational plan-has to be followed in,detail_the 

1 "" * ' •“ . I N I II ' I 


' I 


II l' 1 , | 

details'that are - in there--the,forces of .the commanders that are 


participating in that--they! are' rigid.' '".You take the, atomic 

f 1 > ' | i ~v» 


delivery forces—you take the carriers-ithey ante, up the'carriers— 

', '' '■ * ■ ', * ■' ,"E' 


then their plans have to be'rotated around this' planl. And all the 

1 i 


I I -4 


I 


", ,J‘ 

I , 


. other plans have to be.rotated around this plan .and 'you have just 
J , , , .are' , ,j . < , 1 . 

froze it. And you/cut out—not only for .those forces'but f or ■ all , . 

other forces.- 'Not" all'of them,' but most of them., 1 If ' the'plans 

1 1 ' - , , '« , M ’ - T I I _ 

' 1 L t 1 ' 1 .1 « 1 ' 

' ar e :rigi d, then all of ,>our, plans are rigid. It your plans are 

• 3 ‘‘‘TOP 'Csporf '' 

■ -OEiCLASST^vfFr. 


i 


1 1 I f , I 


ffiP QCPDr? ' '• ■■ 

lUr ^Apip! ,A.c:_'cr s ?cipr> / , 

'■ - — j'iDiv iCU,, 1 , , 1 i 

flexible, and they are continually modified, by CinCSAC every ' ; ' 

morning_say, and their plans are,, changed, then your plans 1 are ,in"' 1 

4 , J ' . ' ” _ ' i ' ' , * ' „ ( , I t _ j |( 1 r 

a state of flux, and all-the other plans,have to be ,in a state 

* ' - 1 \ ', ' -' ■, 1 , ’!. • ,' , i, ■ " - 

of flux. 1 ' 'Each 1 one is dependent upon this plan., Adit And it all 

I ' 1 ' V .1 1 , ' ■* ' -I . ' > / L -1 ,- 1 -I , ' ' 

has ,to go back'to Omaha for control.'' And'then, of course,' it has ■' 

' - I ' f “ I ' 4 ' ' I ' . 1 ■> | j I 1 , , | , 

its effect’on'NATO allies—'may'have, 'I 1 think -it would. " 1 

, , - ■* 1 ' ' 1 , ‘ ,, 1 , ' ' i ' i 1 , 1 

. / ' < Tom presented this.^thing—arid a lot of otrier things 

' 1 , 11 1 , | ' j I t | i , | i 

too—I, do riot .have a copy of it. ' He did,.not leave it. -He presented ■ 

‘ , . _ ■ " / ' 1 , j, { , ' ■„ i 1 e 

this and then all the people agreed with.it. except me. And the ■ 

I i ^i i f |, i j - — ~ 1 | | t , , i i _ , i - V ^ * 

Marines—Dave.' - - - , 1 . - . " 

. -;-— ■ " r’ ; , ' . 1 , , 4 

1 1 ' \ " ■ , ' n „ , - - 

MR. FRANKS: Did the-Army agree with -it? ' > , ' " 

' 1 ' ' '• . I " , ’ , " i | , I 1 ' L * ' 1 

ADM BURKE:, ',Yes, the Army agreed.with it because they■think.it . ! 
■ ■ - , Jf ,<> . ■ s .. - ■ . 1 , : 
can be controlled because of the Deputy but there you see: .They ' / J 

i i ( ( , [ , - i ,. | ' . j 

said they would^put some very good Army officers in—and we would ■ 

< , . " - { 

put some Naval officers in.'! But it is.lust, like puttiritr a little ■ 1 


ll 1 n r 


put some Naval officers in.'!But it is just, like puttirig a little 

1 1 , r i 1 i’ *i , - ■ 

bug In a jpiece of plastic. \The M bug does^ not control the plastic. 


- i i 1 , , 




i "* 1 /The plastic encases the bug. 1 In other words, these people 'could ,be ' ,' 

. < r . , ; " ■ / • ■ i ' , - - " s ' 1 

. i ' 1 1 1 ' i ' i 1 1 I 

, a bsorbe d.,- There might not be. Thiere'ls a hope in it.. . There'is'' 1 

I " r ' ' * A , " . ' ■; , 1 T • \ , 1 ' , 

a, hope; Even if .this-group'is honest—I am'using words now that 

' ‘ i . ,1,1 ' ■ , i ' j ■ 

’ I,, 1 ' ,* did not 'use down-there—even If they turned out the very best ’! 1 i 

1 , 1 i I , ' , ' 1 , ■ , r 

, Plan-they/can,'It,'is still so rigid that It'has ,a lot of very'bad , ' - 1 , ' t 

■ , —■—-, 1 , . , J I,., 1 1 i- 

' things in'it.,, '■ , -,1 

-- 1 . , ‘ 1 , • ' 

MR. FRANKE:, 1 ' Suppose you get a disagreement? ' - , , 1 ' 

, ', . ' ' , ' ( , . - , ' »' , ' 

ADM BURKE: Well if -you get a disagreement,. the disagreement . 11 

, , - * ■■ J ■ ■ _ '; . 1 ■ , 1 ' , r . , 

“ 1C» 1 n J Tam Cl 4 n __ /i- -f I I . . - . _ 1 _ 'l _ ~ - 


ADM BURKE; 

I i 


is settled by, SAC—by the 1 Commander of'SAC—but"it Is ’highlighted 

1 i , ' ' ' ' 


I “ i I 


/ ,-, , in-the'report to the Joint Chiefs of Staff. '-So the'joint Chiefs''of : 

1 1 " 1 , , . 1 ' , i , 1 , . , |. ■ 

-1 i 1 , i , > , . , , 1 - 1 * 

, , ' „ Staff get ^their/report three or four months later-and^oUrJia 

’ 1 ' - ■ r-'- ■, - ■ 1 \ 1 . ■ r ,, _ _ _ Trip 1 j 

. ,a whole series of little ( disagreements.They .will takeHhemMp’^*^ , “ - 

”l 9 t I 1*1 .1 i ■ , I . I 1 , l r I ! 
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I I I 


I I ^1 

S 1 i 
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1 i* 

i i j . 
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; ■ ■ -■Dfc;OL^«t?f3 f ir IL.D ,, . " . 

, i , and .they, will" be split and go up to SecDefHow, are they going / ■ 

' ',/ f' be .Wey Wil be settled in^favpr^o£_SAC. ' Tom, .1 

" ■ . '■ think, has_sold_his_so ul it h e re ' and ;I don’t think he wanted it. 

1 ^° UEht thlS ; pi * ett y ?.^ d ; Tom' got vety ouch distressed )witfa 'me. ^ * ' 

1 Hurt I think. Tom is .xiippiV. * The,night before he had a meeting, 

'■ ' ’ °V h ® SEQU0IA in which,Jh'e had the White .House peopl'e—Goodpaster'• / ' 

■ ' ,, J ° h ^ -^^er. Br yce^Har low,,, I -think^ t Lard about this "from 
/, : <^553^5' who went—wbo 1 ' expected to'go to a social meeting/ '* 

/ They talked about this" spmewhat although .there was a lot "of'politics. 

^ ,. Noelcame u'p-.and;toid.me the next morning;.that he was distressed. ' 

-■ : kDOW ^yth'ing about 'this, was‘^stressed'because,: "" | ' 

^ Ton-.said that 'he, knew_t hat I was^ gflin ^to the Residen t—but I , u ■ 

■ ff ° uld , lQ ? e -.- Of‘course s , he lined the thing up pretty well, j , ' 
r; ,,/ don’t know whether he talked with . the President or not but anyway,, ' - 
'■ ' - * ' : he Aad th * Residential Advisors 'there.. ".And, he gave them' a good / ’ 

that ■ They did . not anything, one way or another. I 

, , He ^talked around this ^thing x quite a'bit.’ To a,lot of people I |J ' 

.!,, gwess.-. So I-said that, I wanted to see'the .-President’on this thing^ 

1 That huH Tomi ' ; , He thought' I . fought' not to want .to '. ' So'twekt up . 
yesterday and I was p repared to'turn .in my suit, and I thought during 
the course ,of the. conversation I might have to. In fact 'it{ might ■ - , 
be. advlsabfe. ' ‘‘ ’> '' / 1 '■!, ■ ■ ., 

' •* 1 - , 1 - " , ' i ' 

i * i, ■ ' , i , . ■ 

" , .Lemnitzer came' up 'afterwards— after the -meeting ■ '! 

h | on .Wednesday, and told me that 'the only' reason- that he- went' along', ' ! 

, J with this'was ‘he,,thought it .could be 1 controlled.* I went over some',' '* 
of the incidents of the;Army-mi and. i/he Air' Force; ..And ,I said " 
d° lf y° u think you >re 'going-to ;control that ? You can’t cbnirol 
/'these things.' 'Like the'...that you have now/-'It' is^ours The Air ’ . 

i i 1 i ! 1 . 1 1 i - ■ 1 , . _ i._ , “ 


‘ \ 


I 
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■&/x G:oj'hr?,rrrS ;■ ' 

♦****— 1 1 V x ^ .^ ‘ i , 4 . i 1 4 >L ^■ i 
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' ’ , .? Force cis take it. away from you.' I cited what they were doinp- 1 '■ 

'I * I l ( l ' k I | 4 1 _ -T , ' , , O ' 

'» ■ , wltfrj at'oaic weap'ong ^-what'SAC has done. ''He said-,' well“l know. ' , * 

■* t 1 1 _I-1_' ,_ a- ' - " , * i |, 

1 ,, said^Iw ill b e" 1 Chairmag^) , We- can keep it under control. , ' i told 

- i ■ ~ =T 7 ” 1 i ~—■—-—*— r i _ i 11 •, '-j - , i i l( 

{- - kiBii.w'h'at I . was going'to do with ‘the .Presid ent'. He said tor God's 

•' ,"■ * ' '« 1 ~ 1 ^ ”i ' 1 ^ j !t— h ^ -- - - n "■ —-=* 

■ sake don't. . .We need you'around here. You‘will be , a big helo' 

r, - i --- <°T = t —r-—r— 1 1 ■ ■ 

, , said this is’ an important ftdng. 1 " He said i,agree with you. He, 

' , ■ ' ‘ - ', ,■ •*■•>> 1 , r 

i , ' 1 ■ fwould it help/if I went ., 'I said no, I don't think it would. 


I / , 


- , 


!, You"are,.neutral’. - You woulci accept this': in, the discussion" down 

“ ■ - ' - , . * * r ' r~l—* -‘ ‘ L ‘r _ ', - - ■ , , 1 

with Tom he went', iarther than ,he,, would have had to' to accent it 

, , , _ , - , ' 1 1 .TT- 2 - 1 -•---,-i_i£_-!j 

I mean he supported .Torn!pretty strongly .} So I said you had'better 

•* 1 4 i ■* 1 1 1 \ 1 , ! 

. not * 1 It iwould not do,any good ,to have him.go]-,,’ 

, - 1 :■ ’ > , i , . , , ’ -hi 

, , , > • 1 j , 1 , , ‘ , < 

1 i - ■ ... So yesterday when we went'over there'—we went over ' 

' >’ T - ' - L i , ’ , - , 

i ' ^ound 10:15 .and , we' stayed lor about two hours: 'Tom laid .out his 1 ' 

' : .... - ' r , ' 1 , 

, proposal—the 1 policy .kpart, of- it^-not 1 the other part—he-had 3 or , 4 1 

1 ' 1 1 ' . , , i 

papers.' He discussed from the top of it 1 that-there would not', be'a- 

1 , i > ' i - , ,i 1 "> 1 ' 

Strategic .Command, but that-, all" the .rest was an Air Force thine'. ■, 

' ' , - « ," " - , 'J , , --;---.-‘- - -_ , & V, 

, v Basing some of ,'his 1 .argument on making one statement - that' - the Joint 1 ■' ' 

» ' •’ ' • : - • ', " ,, J _ ' 

Staff had neither the, maiming capability nor the equipment -to do 

-i - i i Vi ' I i ^ X” — j 


I I 


l f 


• “ , i ' ' , — ■ — ( * i 

these things. .They 1 both ' had to be, done 1 together. I read a statement 

, . , * -, , r ' ' ,, , - ,' - ij" 

_.1- i 1 . • . . _ _ ■ . I ^ _ I ■ 1 ll. 


which I had -written in- longhand last night—tlie night before last_ ! 

,' , will give . • - ’ . ’ ' ' ' ■■ i , 1 i ‘ 

M ' which I gxxR to, you if you. can readmit. J -Idoubt'lf you can read it 

. i • - - . , , - - 


I-- 


because I was writing'so'late at night and I wasfpooped. - 

1 H i ■* i i 1 * *' • 4 ' i '' i 1 r B 1 

, , , The President-naturally becaus’e Toni was there—' 

'j 4 I 1 I 


Douglas '.was- there and' Twiningrwas there—ail" violently opposed to 

i 1 1 , j , , - i , , 1, . > , 

it .*'* ,The ’President said'he agreed with, Tom in general-. ,^He agreed 

- - - - ' , , „ • i '—„—“—^ 

1 i 4 | i i 1 > ' 


1 1 i~i| ■» \ i i * • 

with the thing in general. Twining.made some pretty strong state- 


' " ' ~ T ' -^ ■» 'i-i 1 * , - > , 

, ments about the'Navy's r ecalcitrant s — the Navy,was'ney.er,^p E oW4;±a.v- 

j. ' ' . • - - 1 ' r ' i - , 4 j'fiQ V^-- 

, puttma^lts .forces' under Tln-if ied. rnnmmon t* 0 T 1 v* 1 -i »»4 t _ X w#T>A ^ 5 


putting ’'its i forces 'under , Unified* ■,Commanders • 1 1 brou^hJjout^ijIiSii hS- \ 

_ l --- L I I | ' ‘ " 
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, ■ J^ra.i3A?%r(T‘ A U‘~'\ J, 1 

■, -' - ; .f,' w 1 ■ * 1 

, the Navy was the' only Service- y who had all 'of 'its 'combat' forces i 

i * i i , ^ ” i ' 1 i I | - M 11 li * 4 

under’ the* Unified -Commanders. ■ He brought' out’the Navy'would wreck' 
y. ■ . ■’ , - ,m , . , > ■ . i_ 

this thing, i And I> said that, is. not a fair ,accusation. . I said if ■' 

j‘-l , l 111 J • , l L , , | , 1 

J 14 wil1 ' w °rk we would ,'lake to'see it work but it won't work the ' 1 < 


1 i 1 
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I 1 i 


I ' fl “ 
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way it is 'set up, I am afraid. 1 , , ■ 1 , _ ■ . ' f - 

■ -» f i n ■* 'i j 1 j i ■ 1 (i 

hi * , i • *“ ‘ i - 1 “ . , ! ' i 

, 1 1 Tom went baclcwards and forwards—me'arguing against. 

■ r , 1 ■ , , ■ ■,. 
the 3 of'them. The President got a litte irked I think, because it ■'< 

i * - i i . » . - < 

, , ■ , 1 j ■ 1 ; i ' - , , 

, took a.long time—an d I wasn't giving . 1 'It looked to me' like Tom 

1 * 1 I >,' ■ I |' ' i i r ~ ' I~y ' , ■ ' 1 1 

, , Ji .was about -to say once either'you accept it- L or elseYou'have got '!'■ ’ 

'i ■* 1 * l f ~ f ( 1— 1 1_ 1 J — *2 f l! fcj i i ( , “° - 1 r ( 

1 ' , ', to have a'-team and there was ,a', lot of pa play about teamwork./ ' 

,4 j .1 2 V didn't, give an inch'.' , I’agreed as I always have'.that a sinele' ' 1 '■ 

r 1 1 r I 1 i ^ ^ ““ " | i _ , _ i' - , ^ , i ' , H ( 1 i 

’ ! J « )’ Operational plan is good providing it does not have the' details, i 

'' ■ ' ' 1 .1 ‘., i , 1 1 

i -providing that’ it gives the Unified Commanders a '/task and let them 

-. ■ • i -v 4,1 . , '*" 1 ; ■ . * _ *' . ... ( , v 

do it to the best of their abilities. Guarantee to do-the task, ' ^ 

, .That It can be done by the Joint Chiefs of Staff., I agree that , ■; H 

1 | i , - i i 1 11 4 , ' i ■* _ 

there should bea-mast er,. target list. ,, My.idea of what comes out 
, ■. ;. . ■ ; .. ‘ 1 1. 
of those papers—ihxf'and what Tom thinks will come out of these ' ' ' 

i 1 1 , 1 1 i '. r « , , i’’'-',-. " | *| - - > 1 * , 11 

are. two—Tom thinks they" will come out the same paper ^ They will 

I 1 ' ' 1 ■ L 1 * I ■ _ . 1 , ‘ . ' ', " ' ' > ' 4, 1 - 

' I I: - « J * I 1 I I % - ' 1 * ( - I 1 ,11 1 

be different. j If the Joint, Staff makes them'they will be a different' 1 

...I ■ _" i i 1 , . ' i ' 1 —i— 1 —p—i ; r " 

'paper. Twining kept saying that I would' ensure' that this'thing''did' * 

,, 1 , , .*• i “' " ' j 'i. i ; ' - 1 - - —, ~ 

n ot work if it went into the-Joint Staf f:: We did not want to make 1 

t ' - ' * \ , 1 \ -j 1 ' i 1 1 _ ' 1 ~ A I 1 

T t his thing work. ■■ Pretty strong' accusations which anrpriRPfi.iitP ' ‘ .' 

, r 1,1 'i ■ / ,provoked' ' J 1 '' . r ■ 

and hurt ;a‘ little.' Tom also got xx±±±i±ja...but' he did not 1 intend 

r ' 1 , v i ' ' '• 1 '' ’ i 1 ' , ' _' ' 

^ ...People sometimes say things they-don't mean.,. ' , ; , 

,t *''* i 1 r - , ," ■ 1 'f -i ’ ■ 

. ' -If ended up where I/fought my—for God’s sake, don't' ■ 

-H f , i . _ ' ^ " ' , l-_ ' ", 

make the final decision on th'is .now. ,You don't know-what is coming' 

' = ,' ' , -"' 1 I ' , - P | , J I 1 ' I- - 

out of it.,', Tom tHinks -it is’going'to be small list.;., I'don't think ’ 

1 J 1 rii i — i » i — — 1 ( | 

so./ It r is; going to,b^_a big list), ’Tom thinks it won’t affect 

,1 ■* I I- 1 =st=--— - -1 ( I , 1 I , “ . 

'the'Unified i .Commanders) ,,I f thi'nk it will and serioul 
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■*r ft '•*"'* f '~" v iz \ v-* 'i; '■' 1 ■' ■ . ,, ‘ 

■ . , " 1 ', ■ 

, koowi , Let's see. 1 ' Let's .try one of these things. 1 The President ' 

, • * , ■ .. • noi - i 

' ‘ .bought it. - The President said 1 he would/make the final decision 1 

■ - 1 ' ' - ' ' . 

I , i ' _ , 1 l , ' 'll 

now.- But that we .would make th is> list-iHe wanted, to make‘the. 

, r _,**■•* i » , i' 

1 , | , • ■« i-' ( i 

final decision'before'he left office. >'Of t course -all three 1 of these 


I 


iii *, / 

dug. And,the power will be .there because the money will 1 be there. 

The electronic iridustryyand all'of'those things., We will wrxeck 

' «—.—v---■ 1 ; LJ ' 1 r ^~ ~ 1 ^ i 

• i, t i 1 , 1 

this country.' If ;we, t are , not careful'. Tom, .does‘,not think to be done 

1 i * 1 7 "i '■ ' - 1 ! I 

at all. I think he is abrogating his own power. I 1 think he is 

I I i , ' -_ 1 _ 1 —- 3 -- ' , 1 I 1 

' - ' 1 / r-r~= 1 T=^\ 1 ' 1 " , ,7. 

obsessed with one’ thing\ He has been , praised 1 so much ,f or’getting , 



people, .are all for,'the last—for doing 'it this way. 1 Torn will do' 

j ’ ,1 . 1 l' 1 - 1 , ■ ' .■ ' ■ , I 

1 . • , I I I 1 I I 

I 4 % | I ■ ■ | 1 _ I 

, , , everything he can of course- r heMias go t, to t o 1 drown rae.- He has got 

' i 1 i “ ' " T "‘ I 1 '—-—■—_L... —° 

, 1 ■ 1 , - i 1 . ■ .■ , 1 „ 1 , i 

- to drown .me. But JC will' fight, like hell in or out of the Serv ice. 

1 ' i *,•”*' i 1 -» ■' - ' < , '"1 n " , 

1 , i ■ 1 , /1 i i i i i 

I realize 1 it is-completely i neffective outside . , That'.thing 

i ' - v* 1 1 7“" ' I H 7' , -• ' . 1 f 

• If has got to be good because if SAC gets control of .this thing,'the ' 1 

'' II " f , ' 1 , , ■ ^H-——T r——- r —r ,' 

number of atomic weapons,will be, tremendous and they will'be the’ , 

.-; Li 1- y ;--i-!->—-1—1-J- -U_l_ 

. I 1 '• 1 , , 1 . - ' n 

wrong kind of. atomic /weapons. The 1 numbers of'fiorfies will be- 1 

---- , ' ' ’ P+rcj** ' -■ ( ; 

tremendous., There will, he .‘thousands ,and thousands, of Minutemen. 

• , i -!—:—Ll—,---1- -..I ——-^— L - ! — - ' ' 

I I I 1 1 1 I | ' ,1 * 

They will control the budget,. They will control everything, and 

' •< j;—---, ' ' 1 ' 1 1 1 

1 • , 'i , , , .I, ■ 

they will wreck—I am sure they will:, wreck everything - in the rest. 

, ' ' 1 , - 1 
, - , , 1 1 ’ 

, of it if they,can. - And, the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Secretary 

1 ' . - , •. ». ‘ 1 ' , 

J of Defense and nobody "else can stop it because they are the ones' '' , 

that have,, the'figures.', And they are the only,ones’ who have the 

, - , - ,, T, 1 A- , T T — 7 -^^ , 

figures'. Inayear of this stuff--,you .ban never undig it. Grave ■ 

,—r 1 —= ' d 1 ■ __'—T- '—r-r —^ —,—=--L,---Li- ' 

■ I-^ 

harm. 1 And the ‘President,won't -have the'guts .any more than the' > 

-r' . 1—,-r-!—1—_i_J——----=n- - - 1 ---H 1 

1*1 I - ' I I - I I I I I I 1 ' I 

past' Presidents have .had the guts r -because these people will then 

- T-■ ’ ' t t -— 1 -- 1 r~ 

bei entrenched. The systems will be laid! The grooves will be ,,. 


these ^things off the hooks that 1 , he wants to get lt^, off, the books^ 


And the only, 1 way he 


i - " 4 


can get it off the books" with * a .recalcitrant 11 

' : '^'DECLfeSP' 


1 >* - 


I ■" 1 


l ,1 


II - ' 


I' - 


1 


I -I 

r . 


- , , , “ - ,. , ,, . , 1 ■ i ■ i , 

, 'ii' . . * ■ ‘ - 

■, Service-with the Air, 'Force is. to give them what they 1 want. 

' | * r ' ' -i 1 ‘ \ --T 1- ? 1 "* ~ 5 ' ~ 

-The S'Air Force, is .working, on 1 the system—you either do it my 


l 


way or we, wreck it. And Tom will give ithem .t'heir, way. ,He d 

' n,, * ’ ' ■- 1 *- L " u -j-;-,—I_L__ 

not .realize that ,and 'T did’not say that 1 .' ''But I think that i! 


does 

, 

is it. , 


•this. 


I 

i 


, Tom 1 .think, will'.do [everything he can'to get -t 

, * ■ '' ~ -iJ, . '' H 1 1 i ' 1 ■ ,. , ' - < 

thing through, of course. ' . ' i , i, '* f • \i '• < , 1 ' 

" '< - ‘S',./*' • • • -' ; 1 

, MR.', FRANKEK: ,-He'has to., 1 It ,is his plan. i _ 1 1 1 ' 

"ADM,BURKE: ' > T am in a very 'tough spot—the Navy is. t -But I don’t ' '* 1 

- / ' ’ , ' r' ■ i '■ '< ' ' ‘ " . - ' ‘ ,* , ' 

know-what-we can do. , 1 > , ' 

, i • ' ■ , T i -II 1 . - ' , I 

i ' ■ '_ , ■ i « ! v ' | - ■ . 

1 MR.', FRANKE: 1 A, very .basic fact about this',is. that if you had ' ' 

' l , ' I I ' 1 l i • ! r 1 ' ,, . 1 ' i , * , 

M ' . , ' I " - , , " '* ' ' 

,, complete confidence i in SAC it still-.would not work but you would be ,, ' 

-j--p--- _ | , r 

-this thing ofh-Tom 'won','t accept this"', i'don't think he.'.believes it, 1 - 

■ ^^ ' '-V ; y ' , - ^ r ' . - - 

'* , ADM BURKE: ■ No, he, doesn', t' believe' it I He had this'party!. They' 1 

‘ i , [ „ ( , •.' , * i . , • , 1 1 . _ | 1 

1 ' ore neairly all :Air Force.people. He listens" t^Bhownl This plan 

—— * —i— LJ - —-' i= r—;—V-r-—rr ' ji , ' 

- I 11 1 r < jl 1 < , , i I 1 , I i 

-is .not, the one he wrote but I can see Brown’s rwr it ir.g in the thing. 1 

' ^ - » ' !, J \ i . r l 1 ° 

i _ , 1 t i ♦ 1 I 

, Part--of,that Is ;SAC'S. It came from Power.' He'said Power did not ’ 

'?i , ,' '- J j ," 1 ' ', , , , < . - ' , 

know anything about;it., The hell Power didn’t. 1 a«,sure,that Tom 

didn't tell him but 'Brown did 1 .- » V' 

, , ,, \ . ,> , , ‘ ‘ - ’ , . , 

1 ’ , i_ • i ' , . - i i 

, MHxxKRAMKErxxx Or, got'.the facts from.him. Got what they, wanted. 1 ' , 

1 i - ■, ■ i , _ , , , 1 , 

'I am goiig to .have t to go down 1 there' and .fight 1 like hell X think.' "" ’ '• 
i. Fo r' a long ti me. All I would have .to .do is just mention'-this to , ' 

1 i - ( , ■ , , , in* ’ , f , -I - « 1 , _ _-—I- r ~^*—— 

'our people and they would rise .in' wrath. '^TSeywould ruin themselves^) 

' t 1 * 1 i " i ---!— 1 , 1 i 1 

But they have .got to 'know sooner' or later. -1 , The thing that \ is 

coming up,now how are they going J ,to do this? I said that you have^ \ 

" - . . ; , ' (i . ' ' ■ 

'got to do it 'the same way that you'would ido it regularly. They' said' 

" - - " ' . i „ i i ' 1 1 i _ 1 1 ,y ' 1 1 , • ’" i 

•f , | i ‘ i , 1 1L , 1 i \ 1 1 

, how,are. you going to,get people. '.I, said order them.:,,-So we are, now— 

1 . “'ll” * ' ' - . 1 

. i f j i t * " 1 i 'i 

people don"t kuowr «hy—but I ’am pre^uung a lisn. of all the 1 Kavv ' , 

,' i - 1 > 1 , ,, 1 1 , 1 j , " ', , 


i . ' r 1 


people who have/talent in-this directioji and there' 

1 ' • r -' ■ 1 '■ y 


ll I 


. I’ 


r , 


• n 

I I 


! V,'" • 


, 1 I 

' I 


* ; iv, - :v 


i • i • 

i 1 i i i 


-n.mjrurT?™-***' I \ /■“< r'-> p 1 T '-, ' '■ 1 ' ' L ' 1 

iC rP : '•■••; ■■ ; r «. 

•' , 1 ■ < 1 • , ' ' 1 ■ , , 1 - "■ I 

1 ', . of them.' We •will have to, put some of them'.up in, SAC and,some of • i 1 
t * - 1 1 ^ 1 " - , ’ _ 1 ' 1 m i' ,; , 1 _ 

them here, to.be prepared to check this thing'. 1 .There are3,'Flag J , 

' ' 1 ■ V . 1 : ,' 

1 ■I not»cr A. 1 _T amiiL -4 tj ol ca ca ■! Htu/a 1 />rti 1 ,*1 rl 1 


,1 ’ I 

i 4 r \c 


.Officers—>4 possibilities-—Lecnkitzer also saidwe* could have the 
' 1 . , There 1 , ' 1 


1 ,, 1 * Deputy and work with us. It would be .Riley who has had some' , 1 v 

\ 1 , ' 1 ', > ' , •> '■ . v " - ' 1 ■+ ,■ ' 1 

' experience but J don*t-think .he,is the best one'. \Pirie''has had. 11 \ 

'1 11 1 1 1 , ' , *» ‘ , , ■' 1 % * 1 1 . “ . 1 " > 

1 11 ‘ l ' ” I * , . " 1 - . 

t i i, l » 1 'i , 1 1 1 

■ ' some experience._ Butch Parker who has had a lot of"experience. ’ , . 

■; ■ • • • . .<• ■ , 4 , v 

_ 1 ^ 1 • 1 1 1 ( 1 1 /1 i 1 1 1 1 

•t, 1 Tom Mooreri' ,Ti may .have to pull Tom out of where Bte is to do this 

- 4 i* * 1 1 -» r 1 1 - 1 1 1 *i 1 1 1 1 |0 11 

1 1 . , 1 ■ 1 i r » , «i_i,ii _ ‘ 1 K> 

send Butch Parker there who has had some machine experience and 

*, 1 ; 1 ^ 1 - , » . 1 1 • 1 1 in , 

"* 1 f " 1 1 ” i J 11 ~i • 1 1 ,1 ( 1 ( 1 ' I ( [ 1 

I , , 1 who knows 1 a-lot 'about it' and put Tom Moorer right under him. 1 , 

1 / 1 ' 1 1 .1 <1U , 1 - 1 i 1 ' 1 > ” 1 ^ i r 

II 1 , I _ , 1 , " 1 ' Hi II 1 « I 

And then get about 20 other people there.' 1 1 ',,,,■ 

1' , . . 1 , ■ 1 - ■ '' 

1; , , ' ' i, " , 1 ,'' f 1 ■ 1 ' 1 ' 

, - ■ , 1 The, Air ■ Force 1 is going to accuse.,us—‘‘'Burke's "■ , 

■ ' - ■ , , - .i'.'r 

~ 1 ” I I I « | 4 I I ( _ 1 , " I I 

, 1 ,' ' Wreckers 1 ' f or something like that'—to wreck this but we do not 

, ', , ' , ' T , ' 1 ' ' ' ' ' 1 ^ I I | | , ' 

! I I , - . * 1 „ 1 ’ 1 ■* ' - 

L . want -to wreck it. And .we want to-make it work . 1 We want to :make , 1 

1 , -* 1 * —' 1 - , '■ / ' 1 1 • 1 . , ■. 

1 . 1 1 ' 1 , 1 - 1 , 1 

" this, thing work just as well,as J ,we possibly can. , 

- ' ,'r ' , " , • ' , , 1 ' •* , , 1 


' ' 1 , - 1 ' 1 , | I | 

< , If this plan can be made 'to work—If they, don't 

I _ 1 , i_ 'i 1 * 1 1 

. 1 1 ' ' 1 1 4 r -• , 


' I, . . ' 


, t ie the 1 hands of 1 the Unified'Command ers—if | they turn the 1 , cards, and >„ 
the tapes, and'the dope over to, the joint Chiefs’of-Staff, and; 

j 1 ' 1 I 1 ~ 1 - ^ ' . ' 

if they .assemble these things in targejb complexes, and if’they'jare ^ 

1 - , ■, 1 1 > , 1 ' ' , 4 1 , 

reasonable about this thing, and they, show some consideration - ’ - ■■ , 

- 1 *'i ■ , * - - M " , '■ ' ' " ' ■ , , 

for'the Commanders,, xfcfcKXgaaulxmx it could work. But , there are 

1 1 1 * 1 '■ 

-1 f _ - 1 1 1 1 


a lot ,of ifs. 1 


, ■ ‘ r< - „ ■ 

I ■■ 1 ', , , ,, .1 will give you this thing here. As a .matter of , ■ 

1 , 1 - > • 1 • ■ • ■ -, i, 1 , 

, fact the .Air, Force- is' liable not' to make it work unless they get , 

« 1 1 ‘ ", 1 , . 1 , r 1 , 1 1 , ,1 , 

* 1 1 < ’ 1 , 1 , 1 , ,, 1 ■ 1 

■ it exactly their'way in what they are doing in two things. So that 

- ' , ■, -r . ;, 1 , 

1 ,i “ 1 1 t I 1 1 , 1 1 ',1 

they get' the "'only voice 1 in this,.thing, and they can get the - 

1 ' /1 , , 1 1 ^ ' ■ r ,, ■ 

1 carriers out'of the business'completely, and they can control' ‘ 

, L-t _ 1 :_ '. _:—,—! "1 - ' 

- j ~ I H " r ^ 1 ' ■ . 1 , 1 , , , ' 

Polaris by putting-them, on insignificant tai*gets or, putting so ' , 

1 many of/them on one target or' something ,like' that. ' 

■ 1 ^ ^'. ; - jJlP 

'■ - Urf j, A ; .v--. " r 

— ' . - . , ■ -. 1 , 1 ■ - , 1 r ' ■ ■. , ' 
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_ I ■ 1 1 
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I , 


1 a - - . , j ^ — j v —r- 1 , ■ 

1 . i i i 1 


t I 


•thing to give you and J doubt if you can xead it. - But’ that .is 

i ' ii . 1 i i 1 


the speech 2 made before the President essentially? _i didn't ■want' / 

i , . ' i 1 1 t ■ ' 'n, ■ ' ~i , , r " ' ' i - 1 -i-r* , —Y" 

to get it typed,up. ( -' ' , ' ', '' - , . ' , 

MR. FRHNKE: ;’I will put-th is in my pocket., X'don't see.how 


i,l 1 * I k i _ ' » 1 t ' ' i ' ■ ’ 

•even under this plan, the Joint Chiefs are going to coatro l 1 this 

, -'thing. / i',*:"' 1 ■, 1 . 1 / ; ; 

1 ’ , 

11 i ADM' BURKE: . Well they can. \ \ , 4 , ■ 1 ' -1 

1 ' '' , 1 . 

41 ‘ MR. f|RANKXE: ' How are they, going to .control it? 1 Are they,going to 

-* 1 ~ i , ., " i. , . , , ,, , ' i . i 

- take a report from SAC and just, say it 1 looks ! pretty good.' How' , ■ 

I * ( I I ^ _ r ™ I 1 _ I _ 1 1 J' n ' | J 

,' are they going to check this, thing? . ' 4 ,,< , > ', ,, 1 " | 

,■ , . . . . , 1 11 1 ■ i 

ADM BURKE: They are going to' have to— / 4 «' 

» ' 1 -1 . ' 4 1 1 ' t i ' ' i , n . , ’ ‘' 1 

, , MR. ”.FRANKE: Remember, Arleigh, times-have'changed in"this—I 

' 1 ■ , ' _ " . , ; ■ 1 , i, ■ 1 1 

■ ' think Tom Moorer would be tops for .this job: i .. .Five years .from “ 

I * - i ^ * i,ii 11 ,| ’ 

-now ....lie will get-in the habit of'being accustomed to things , 


“ t 1 I i , , 

.'X a ccepting things .and pretty soon you 'could find '^h a±i-the - t ih e ck -^d 


» V 1 i , , , i i 

'ba-Lince system attempts, to provide through" utilization of, officers 

i i ' ' 1 i . i 


\- 


, i * ' , i _ 

in'the Army and MKXKHKKK Navy,' don't-work any more. It'has become, 

1 ,, i i 1 ■ , " J rn l— ^ 1 * * 1 " 

an accepted organization, 

1 .. _i_ ■ 1 4 » 

i i r 


, ■ ■ 1 i 

, > > ' i ■ , 

, ADM BURKE: . Yes. We won't have the numbers of officers. „,We're 


. t | , f -> III ,« ^ _ i _ ( 

’’going'to have 1 tojpull people—every of f icer ,we 're going to have to r 

. 1 i ■ 1 ■, 1 ■*'•, ; ; 

, pail out of this "'thing because we don't-have the .numbers. The 'same. 

i 1 " - i ' - . \ , 1 ' i , , 

- ■ 4 1 f 1 » J | " ' 1 • ' 1 I 

thing, as true in communications—we 're, stuck' dm* communicatxBusors. , 

- '■ ' " . ; ' ,T -,; ( 1 

MR. ,'FRANKE: ( Part-of Tom's' thinking, .1'know,'has been' the fact that 

I I -4 I I . I * “ 

' , , ' ' - , 1 I > r< • 1 i, ' , - , I 

k ' I „ * ’ | I 1 I i 1 1 “ 

+■ Vioira J^ i 4 4* , mm 


r k ' 'i ^ l . , ' , . ' 

,the Joint Staff doesn'^t have enough, .people to, do/it.i Remember, we 


> i 


had'talked ohejtime about having the Joint Staff, take over’part of 

" , ‘ , 1 . , m *- _ - , ■ , 1 j 

■ SAC or all of SAC for' 1 ,that matter.' At .least' this part,"of, it. ' And 

„ - 4 ' 1 _ ", , ( - 1 , ’ ■ V ' ~ - ■ ‘ ‘ t‘ ■, 

run it themselves,,-even'if , they'hd to run’it all. .Kgkna doesn't see, 
' -- , 1 - . ' 1 ' fl shH 


I * ' 

* 


I I 1 


1 ,1 


- , III , « 1 I , - , J 

^ Ivr^’inrscrny ■ ’ i. ■ 

EKE*.. . f 1 '■ '■ 1 ■ , ■ ■* ; 

'l , ' *\,jp 1 ■ 1 '■'!' ,, ' ■ i„ O • ■’ 1 , 1 

any difference, navmg SAC .run .it and use-officers from the other . 

1 v," ' ■ 1 - r . 



i 1 

i i i. 


-Services, ■ 

ADM BURKE: _ He ,doesn 't , L he still doesn't. 1 ' ' ' . ' 1 1 

_'l I I I ' 

1 _ 1 \ - t \ 1 . I I I I 1 , 1 

MR.‘ ’FRANKE: And it 's '.hard.to' see. People have to, go all the Way 

■ 1 ■' ’■ ’ 1 ■ ■ 

' b ack .to the o riginal suspicion of the Air Farce.,, _ ' '' •' 

' i - * 1 ^ ] L ^ , 7 ' ; ;----| 

''.ADM, BURKE: Let me show you some papers hereT , r , r ■ 11 

1 - i • 7 1 . , . ■ ' . ’ • H 

- 1 1 i . . i , i]i * , , > ' ' • . 1 

-MR. FRANKE 4 I got an eye-opener at that,briefing that you..-to. see. 

■’ , 1 ; ( . , • ; rS L‘- . . ’ i ■ I 

, ■' It's ■«,' terrible, thing to do.'' 1 r , ' 1 " 1 * • 

. , . i , , , 

.ADM’BURKE: You, might; want to take /this with you too. If you've 

, - , 1 ' i — 1 i _i _ ' 1 ' , 1 1 1 * 1 1 

' . » ^ I > - I I , f I - *-’ | 1 , 1 I 

. got time to read it. Those are things that SAC has .done. (Mr. 

Franke reads papers)i .That's agreed intelli gence. They p aid no " ‘ 

i i 1 f , i i s ^ 1 " * . 11 ■ r * 1 ' i -* i 

attention to that., They used their own. ,Now, one thing about'this 

« , \ ' ^ V -pi- rr=-~ 7 m ,, 1 , „ 11 i *, » , , » , 

if you ever talk to Tom and T don't think you'should now, Mdx unless 

1 ’ 1 1 4 . 4 . ■> " 4 - i 

i ' ,, 1 . ” i - • 'I. ■ i 

he brings it up, because, T was told to keep it quiet and I-am vi'o- 

. , - ■ , - ^ 1 , ; ■-; 1---—i-—-—' ^-r 1 ;—r 1 —- 

i lating that to. this extent, . because I think you ought to know, have 

" *-- ! ^--- ., » ■ ; ■ '1 , r T", -i-— 

1 got , v to^know^—because you're liable to have to choose another .Chief. 


,He. doesn't say, that CINCSAC will' do this 1 , he says—-he .appoints 


i ■ 


1 ^CINCSAC as the director of this strategic target plan, but still - 1 

* ' , ’ ' H i 1 ' 1 i* , 1 ' i l H . 1 ' 

1 in the next breath he says that ,-only';SAC can dorthis and so he's 1 

, '• ’ , , 1 ‘ ' r -*—r————- 1 1 ' ' , 

going .to, use ( a staff,' so it's the same .thing, and. that 1 is , just a 1 ' 

gimmick. .This snow job'that he wanted to do to have the Chiefs 

_ i i i i I 1 1 1 4 , i _ _ i , ■ i J 

’ i ^ , 1 * | f i, i “ 11 , J 1 , 1 * ‘i _ ”i 

j go out there j' he knows that's a snow job. He, knows that. Well, I'm, 

1 . 1 1 ■ . . ' ' i ' i 1 

' 1 i 1 " i _ | i 

sorry I bring 'so-much’trouble, but'this is»the first time^—every, '*, , 
,.W———^—-^7—'— = — ■ 1 ■ r __ ‘ 1 J' 

once in awhile' you get something .thatyo u know, isf right and th£s~on e,, 

■ I,'know is right, i know it's .for the good of this country that this , 

-■ . B ~ — 1 ' , 1 , - , i 1 * * ‘ 1 ■— 

‘^cannot beV forever and-ever,' 



i- i j i , , - ■ -* , ■ , 

, I MR. FRANKE: You've .only got one more.. 1 , and it's not a very good one. 

1 ' 1 * ( , ' 1 , 1 * i i 1 r 1 ( 1 1 , 

-That ,is 'that the decision wasn't made, yesterday; but , this !doesn’t, 

, , i * ■ ‘ i • 11 ' , " • ' 1 ’ 1 - ■ 1 

mean anything to 'Nate./'. j . 1 

, 4 I ’ , ' ll , I l-J 



1 




l l 
I L 


l> t 


SlRdC,^/, ..... „ - 

i BURKE:,. ^That s .right; If this plan is good—maybe yesterday it" 
t .jolted the‘President a 1 little bit, not .much'but a'little bit. "I used 

' 1 ■ < i- 1 ' -i ,0 , i 1 ■> , ■' ,, , 11 T- 

,'f^Q ay quota,of mercy up on him too', I'mafrald . ' .But maybe a good plarT~ 
' can come -out 1 of it. I.don't think: so, but if 1 it does/’then it has 
" ' r '., ' been worth -it.,’ Now here .is what. I think'will"happen.’- I think that 
; ! 1 they_won tt. force it Ino^efore . That would b'e jrery ' ‘ 

bad, but after the election I can be very good fodder, and I think 


,i - 


"7 
► ' 


I I 


► 1 1 l , 1 I i * 1 \ ‘ | ‘—■> i ' l i I * 

■ ,, 1 probab ly.-win ,be . ;Now there's another thing here that— ' [' ;. 

i, | MR, FRANKE: When is, this going 'to start? , 1 ’ - , 

l -■"i" •* '. -; . '■ ■■ 1,1 i 

f ADM BURKE: Well, 1 .1 don't know/ They were .talking about'it. . 

' ( l \ ^ l ^ 'l 11 ' i* 'll" I' 1 ' 1 

,, , , MR. FRANKE: * What does he mean by "trying out"? ■ Are they Koin<? to' . L 

1 '■ II 1 . " ( . „ ,1 ' i I --; r- i J ’ t, i v I 

, ’ /put '.it into effect? ' 1 ' , • ■ .. ’ . 'j 

’ 1 , i 1 1 i ; 1 1 ' - i' • , ( , i ' i 1 1 i 1 '. i 

1 , ’ ADM BURKE:. They're.going 1 to.make a sample,''they’re going to make 1 a ' ' 
< - 1 Basic ‘National Target 1 List ;and’ submit' that, then the President ,said 

- ' ! ■ •' ■ 1 ' " ,i , , ; 1 , ' ) [ i 1 i | | , , 

i that this was, to be 1 analyzed^ every way by every agency who ±x wants ' 

L to have a hand in it, by everybody. , He made a point there—I made 

j . ' 1 '• 1 '-i J i 1 ' , ' . '* « 1 ' ' * « 1 i 1 * f 

that point and he accepted that. Then that National Target'List, ' 

, ' i ' i , » \ 1 1 ' « i m » 1 i - i ^ i ' 

that can.be done very good. /That can be done very'good,' and we can , 

I I . . 1 I— I ' r I , 

I I - 1 * - I , ' 1 I I ’ - ■ ‘ , '■ I 1 III 

1 (| -tell on that if-it; can be analyzed. If they permit us to analyze 1 H 

, , ' ' , i , , » , , ■ ' 1 '■ ■ i - 1 i " ‘ 1 ' 1 . 

.. - it and ,if they turn over,all their records Bind their, cards., their - 

r T r ~ t ' r ~;-—r-p '■ 

-. ' ' , machine ■ cards and things/like that, we'can analyze that fairly , 

- ■ “ „ i I . “ ' ' “ ( , ^ ' 

,'h I rapidly," fairly accurately, goodp, Then on the operational plan, they 

' , , are'going to/make out an operational plan just the way—I 1 mean, the 

, 1 ■ >■ ■ ’ 1 1 , ■',, ■ 11" ■ ■ i 1 - ■ , •',,, ■ r*, 

i.| ' operational'plan—we'-ll see:, what that looks like and''see what effect 

Sit has on the’uhified commanders and whether'.it,, is feasiblel'or not 

i < i , *, ' r < i _ 11 i . i 

for other .forces', 'whether or not,,it can.really'be made to work with 

\ ' ~ ‘ ' * , ‘^ 1 III ( ' | " *, _ I f 'I | U 1 l ' -| , 

, the changes and «the -things,' with reality.,, If\.those do .turn out to 

' ' I • ", J - ■ - ' ' f ' , , n, , _ t , t 

, - be good, "we can ^accept them. ; But on the basis'-that this is the way ■ " 

v ,--i.// ; TJEd.LAlffiiHiP)' 

> ' - ' ’ " > Vf 7 ' I 1 ’ H ’ 


I * 


- 4 


* I , I 1 I ! > I 


“ ' ■ « I 

I 1 I I I 


I . ‘ 1 

•i ; •. 
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&? done-and in addition to that we can .draw up rules. .. 

, FIU ™ E: 1 tWn!! thA Ve , h r e to d0 13 tej l i«» people 00 , th i’ s • 

,■ - . Preliminary thing! that tiey've gofto strive and worlMike heir to 

•' / fla<I : out . "iat they think, is wrong about' it, 'What 'kind' of a^'joll'ii" 

' iS V* hat ques *i° n . s t ihey can raise, but 'Arleigh, if SAC is,as smart 

an I think it is, these trialjjobs win be done to everyone's ' 

•V ; ' '' S at ' ls * ac * i °”- There won't he any way to find anything wrong about ) 

- . - ', 1 r then At.nliy ^hat-'is n’t- akwway the way, itvwill^be. " .That's the wa y 

' : '/, that poi nt but that's not the way it-will be .per-’ ”, ’ 

1 ' 'nanently.' „ ' 1 1 ' 1 , ' ' > 

-■ '' ■ '■ • “ , , . - 
■' ■““BURKE: Well, that's true, that might happen I,' ' ■ ■ ' 

■j ' .Then you've got ito-set up'-some' kind of ground rules , 

ia . to control it. * ■ ' *’ , ■ . . - 1 '■ 

■’ , ♦ ADM B ORKE: That's right, -that's right.' ' ” ; , , 

|4 | i • ^ ip' t -, 1 1 ~ 1 i t ( , 1 1 j ' , | ' ( 

/ j ■ FRAME: ' -Nobody can downgrade - the intelligence of this organ- 1 
, at ion. These are i 1 smart people.'/ ' '■* , '< - ! 

Ill ” ! | . _i_J_ ^ » ,i ( < I I ( i 

■-, ^ . : ads BURKE; .They're s mart 'and'theyre .ruthles s.' They're ruthless 1 ’. 
r. ': with their'own organization. /There ar e'allot 'if Air ,force people . ' 1 1 

, . t hat don't .llke_ t his,, a/lot o'f'them, inoludlig Korstad . i.tn,v '" 

' - Row,: Tom.has tried to, railroad this .thing through me. ' Hi hasn't ' ' 

' talked to any i-f the Unified-Commanders. He's doing a good rail- , 
''V. j ; roading Job.! He had Ve set up>'in an. impossible situation yesterday! •' 

. ■ - It was clever,where everybody in the' room was against 1 mei and it , 

I was vory good. '.!t wasn't unethical either/it was Just'good politics. 
■, - ^Perfe ctly all’ right, .but he’ knows’.,how tb,:do these'things. This thing 
K_j_k eeping qui et) putting me so that - if there is any leak he/ll point 
' : ■ _. %P itnger„at the Havy, but the leak won't come from the Havy . As a, ' 

•matter of fact/ n obody knows -it now . f t wllivome from the A,- ■ ' , 

■ ' ■' ; i«" 1 : , 1 *.'tod■ wnnrr' ■■ 


«' . y J ; ' 1 . 

- I r 1 a 1*1 


. - - A 'I 


l - 1- - 1 


11 i i r , 

1 i i 


i I 


\ . 1 1 , . 

, , ’ *' i i 1 1 i, 1 •“.<,, ' ' 

: i ERROR undefined 1 , ' 1 . 1 1 

1 ' ’'OFFENDING COMMAND Db"SVlr 1 Vucr"T&O''qZHn'J'83'FQ32 ■ . , 

. '■" , , - 
' i . j ' - ' ' I > r . ' I * i-* 

i : » -i , •< i , ,ii■ i ■, ■ • i t 'i ' 1 

i / , * •* i 1 1 , • H , ■ , _ , i -♦ / ■< i l I 

m |T ,.i Force and he 1 !! still point-the iiriger<—but ’ in order to'be sure ■ 

i " ■ i . ' > i - • - ' i 

■ 1 '■ ■, . . • 1 ' 1 i , i -i 

, 'l ' .“th at "I c an*t'make;any preparations. _ I, am by’myself, : but “the 1 Air , 

, 1 ' ' '7 7 r"' , " 1 T'7T r ~X' - , over - ‘ * ' „ ■ 

•Force will Ret—I-am.sure this is, all tXHX/the 1 Air Force. \ 

, , ' ' ' , , . 1 -- 1 n—;——--— ■ 1 

J ^ HR. FRANKE: With glee'.''i-' ' ' , 


• ’ — | _ » ,i h ( , ' 1 ' » 

ADM BDRKEf Yes.,• Well»'we.won a big battle there yesterday within— 


< 1 — U - 


( > >.MR. FRAflKE:' "Well, I-think ^ou did as well as could be expected,, 

1 4 • • v . :, • " • , 

tfirar t. ^ _ T _ . %■ ».* _j* __ 1 * _H _ 1 1 . 1 . “ I 


EHX better than.1 thought 1 you would do. 


' t / , i. 1 

1 i 'i . * 1 


ADM"BURKE:' Well 1 , .If-I hadn't done that 1 well, you would have'hacl 
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BY THE SECRETARIES 

JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

^ on 

TARGET COORDINATION AND ASSOCIATED 

Re;' 6rcnce: J, C. S. 2056/1o4 



1. At their meeting on 19 August I960, after considering 
J.C.S. 2056/164 and DJSM-583-60, dated 18 August i 960 , the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff agreed tot 

a. Approve for promulgation the National Strategic Target¬ 
ing and Attack Policy in Enclosure "A" hereto, 

h. Forward the memorandum In Enclosure "B” to General 
Thomas S. Power, USAF. 

a. Forward the memorandum in Enclosure ”0", together with 
copies of the National Strategic Targeting and Attack Policy 
in Enclosure "A" to the addressees indicated therein. 

d. Forward the memorandum in Enclosure "D" hereto, together 
with its Tabs "A", "b" and "0 U ,* to the Secretary ^f Defense. 

2. The memorandum in Enclosure "b" was^forwarded'as SM-809-60, 
dated 19 August I960, to General Power, The memorandum in Enclo¬ 
sure "C", together with copies of Enclosure "A”, was forwarded 

aB 3M-810-60, dated 19 August I960, to the addressees lndloated 

I 

therein. The memorandum in Enclosure "D", together with its 
attachments,*was forwarded aa JCSM-372-60, dated £2 August I960, 
tn the-Saoretary-Of Defense,_%%CUTDEDFROMGES — 




t 
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3t In that the Commandant had expressed direct concern of 
the Marine Corps in this matter the provisions of Title 10, 
U.S. Code 141 (c) applied and were followed. 


P. J. BLOUIN, 

M. J. INQBLIPO, 
Joint Secretariat, 
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ENCLOSURE V 




19 August 19SO 


NATIONAL STRATEGIC TARGETING- AND ATTACK POLICE (U) 

1* Intent . To provide guidance for the optimum employment 
of appropriate United States atomic delivery foroes in the initial 
strategic attack against the^Sino-Soviet B loc^ 

2. Objectives . The basic objective of this policy is to 
establish an e ssential national task to be accomplished under 
the several conditions under which hostilities may be initiated. 

Specific objectives ares _ ^ 

n. Destroy or neutralize the Sino-Soviet Bloo 


b, Attaok 


of the 


jSlno -Soviet Bloo to achieve the general level of destruction 
as indicated in Study No. 2009. 


3. Method of Accomplishment . In planning the strategic 
attack against the jfslno -Soviet B 1 oTj war-making potential, 
a National Strategic Target List (NSTL) and a Single 
Integrated operational flan (SIOP) shall be developed which 
will provide for the optimum integration of the committed 

foroes for the attaok of a m inimum list of targ ets, the 
destruction of which will aooomplish the objectives stated 
in paragraph 2 above, 

4. Responsibilities . The responsibilities of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, the commanders of unified and specified 
commands, and of the Director of Strategic Target Planning 
are as follows: 


JCS*2056/I65 
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a, . Joint Chiefs of Staff . The Joint Chiefs of Staff a hall: 

(1) Be responsible for National Strategic Targeting 
and Attack: Policy, ^ 

(2) Review and approve the NSTL and the S10P. 

( 3 ) Specify the date on which the SI0P will become 
effective, 

( 4 ) Provide a permanent JCS liaison group at the 
headquarters of the DSTP. 

b. Commanders of Unified and Specified Commands . The 
commanders of appropriate unified and specified commands 
shall; 


(1) Provide permanent senior representation at the 
headquarters of the Director of Strategic Target Planning 
for participation in the preparation of the NSTL and 
STOP and far liaison purposes, 

(2) Commit appropriate forces to the attack of targets 
of the NSTL and insure the timely execution of these 
attacks in consonance with the SIOP. 

(3) Program no attaoks against targets on the NSTL 
unless provided for by the SIOP. 



(l) There shall be a Director of Strategic Target 
Planningj who as agent of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, shall: 

(a) Organise a Joint Strategic Target Planning 
staff consisting of personnel from the various Services 
possessing the required skills to perform the targeting 
and planning functions. 

(b) Develop and maintain the NSTL and the STOP 
for attack of the targets on the NSTL. 

( 0 ) Submit the NSTL and the SIOP to the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff for revlevr and approval, highlighting 
points of difference which he resolved during the 
preparation of the NSTL and th'e STOP. 
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(d) Maintain a record of considerations, assump¬ 
tions, and actions of the principal elements of the 
Strategic Target Planning Staff, supported as neces¬ 
sary, to provide a recognizable chain of developments 
from inception to ourrent status at all times, 

(e) Keep the Joint Chiefs of Staff currently 
informed of weaknesses or deficiencies in guidance 
provided the Director, Strategic Target Planning, 
which require ecrly correction. 

(f) Keep the Joint Chiefs of Staff currently 
advised of the status of development of the National 
Strategic Target List and the Single Integrated 
Operational Plan through regular progress reports. 

(g) Keep the Joint Chiefs of Staff advised on 
impending or actual divergencies of significance 
associated with the development of the National 
Strategic Target List and the Single Integrated 
Operational Plan. 
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(2) There shall be a Deputy Director of Strategic 
Target Planning of flag or general rank who shall be 
of a different service than the Director. 

5. Damage and Assurance Criteria . Plans and operations 
directed toward the attack of the NSTL will be based on the 
criteria set forth below; 

a. Damage Criteria . In applying these damage criteria, 
account will be taken of cumulative damage effeotB from 
adjacent nuolear detonations. It is recognized that vari¬ 
ations from established probabilities will be desirable 
in order to adjust to variable target configurations, 
yields and CEP's of available weapons, characteristics 
of delivery vehicles, and other operational factors. 

(1) Ninety percent probability of severe damage to 




(2) Ninety percent probability of severe damage to' 


(3) Ninety percent probability of 3 evere damage to 
50 percent of industrial floor space 

a *A I 

b. Assurance Criteria. Talcing acoount of all pertinent 
operational factors, planB and operations will be cased upon 
achieving a minimum of ^seventy-five percent assurance of 
delivery at each bomb-release line (BRL)I/of the necessary 
weapons to achieve the specified levels~of damage to targets 
on the NSTL. 

6. Analysis and Review . All data used in the preparation of 
the NSTL and the SIOP will be available for analysis and review 
by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

7. Constraints , Constraints will be exercised in accordance 
with approved JCS Policy. asi* 

top*s^58E$ 
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ENCLOSURE "B" 

THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
Washington 25, D.C, 

SM-809-60 

19 August i960 

MEMORANDUM FOR GENERAL THOMAS S, TOWER, USAF 

Subject; Director of Strategic Target Planning (U) 

1. You are hereby designated Director of Strategic Target 
Planning for the Joint Chiefs of Staff, (.u)A 

2. Your task, responsibility and authority are sb contained 
in the National Strategic Targeting and Attack Polloy, dated 
19 August i 960 , C t^) 

3. You will prepare promptly and forward to the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff for review your proposed organization and manning 
requirements to carry out your responsibilities as DSTP. 

One complete copy of Study No. 2009, including the "Oral 
Briefing", a copy of QM-500-60, dated 19 February i 960 , and 
a copy of a memorandum by the Executive Secretary, National 
Security Council, for the Secretary of Defense and the Chair¬ 
man, Joint Chiefs of Staff, dBted 17 February i 960 , advising of 
the President's decision with respect to Study No. 2009, have 
been forwarded to you under separate cover, Acoees to this 
study and these memorandums will be on a strict need-to-know 
basis In connection with your duties as Direotor of Strategic 
Target Planning, 

For the Joint Chiefs of Staff; 


/a/ F. J. BLOUIN, 
RADM, USN, 
Secretary, 
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ENCLOSURE "C" 

THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
Wasnington 25, D.O. 

SM-810-60 « 

19 August i 960 

MEMORANDUM FOR; v Director, Strategic Target- Planning j»er««jRwio 
Chief of Staff, 0.S. Army SECBET 

Chief of Naval Operations 
Chief of Staff, U,S. Air Force 
Commandant of the Marine Corps 
Commander In Chief, Alaska 
Commander in Chief, Atlantic 
Commander In Chief, Caribbean 
Commander in Chief, Continental Air 
Jt-fense Command 

U.S, Commander in Chief, Europe 
Commander in Chief, U.S. Naval Forces 
Eastern Atlantic and Mediterranean 
Commander in Chief, Paeifio 
Commander in Chief, Strategic Air Command 


I'Hfy.-zjn i ,dj£& 


Subjects Implementation cf Strategic Targeting and 
Attack Polioy (U) 

1. In consonance with "National Strategic Targeting and 

Attack Policy" dated 19 August i 960 , the Director of 

Strategic Target Planning {DSTP} will develop for the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff in conjunction with the oommandais of unified 

\ 

and specified commands the National Strategic Target list 
(NSTL) and a Single Integrated Operational Plan (SIOP) as 
a matter of priority. C* 

a. NSTL . The NSTL will consist of a minimum number of 
epeolfio targets whose timely and assured destruction will 
accomplish the epeolfio objectives Bet forth in paragraph 
2 of the policy. 

b, SIOP . The SIOP will be prepared in consideration of 
the several possible ways In which hostilities may be 
initiated and will: 

(1) Govern all attacks on all targets listed In the 
NSTL, 

( 2 ) Determine the targets to be attacked based on the 
capabilities and limitations of committed forces, 

(3) Determine the effort against each target consistent 
with the worth of the target and damage and assurance 

, j pQfji 

criteria specified in paragraph 5 of the policy. QyS g ecSet 
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(4) Integrate Individual strikes for mutual support 
through the establishment of attack corridors, timing, 
ECM, eta. 


2. In aoooraplishing this task, direot liaison with any agency 
of the Department of Defense is authorized, Co 


3. In accordance with the foregoing, the DSTP shall submit 
to the Joint Chiefs of Staff m early December i 960 and by 1 May 
of each year thereafter, commencing with 1 May 1962 , the following: 

a. The N3TL, consisting of all installations under attack 
* in tha SIOP, These installations will be grouped together 

by Target Data Inventory (TDl) major reference number. 

b. The SIOP, in a format which can be readily reviewed by 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the DGZ's selected for various 
conditions of warning supplemented with: 

(1) The list of the weapons, delivery forces, and the 
commanders of the unified and specified commands 
furnishing those foraes programmed for eaoh DGZ, 

(2) The list of the installations u^der attack by 
weapons assigned to each DGZ, 

c. . An over-all damage assessment sunmary by country for 
each category of easential enemy resources attacked to 
include the assurance of attaining specified levels of 
destruction under the following assumed conditions for 
Initiation of wan 

(1) TJ.3, attack with full strategic warn ing. 

(2) U,S, attack with t actical warni ng under initial 
ciroumatanoes that are reasonably likely to oocur. 

d. . Advise the Joint Chiefs of Staff as appropriate of 
any temporary inability to attain the levels of destruction 
or neutralization prescribed. 


TOP 
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4. Participating Commands and Forces, The commanders of 
all unified and specified commands shall advise the DSTP of 
those forces of their command b which have an appropriate 
capability and which are available for commitment to the 
attack of targets on the NSTL and which should be included 
In the SIOP, The inclusion of forces in the SIOP constitutes 
a first priority commitment. 


5. The foragoirc responsibilities of the DSTP do not in¬ 
clude oommand authority. It is recognized that points of 
difference involving taotlcs, use of forces, etc., may 
develop between the commanders of unified or specified 
commands and the DSTP. Such differences will be resolved 
by the DSTP to permit completion of the SIOP and will be 


highlighted in presentation to the Joint Chiefs of staff 
for their review and approval. 


6. The commanders of unified and specified commands will 
meet at the Headquarters, DSTP, Offutt Air Force Base, 
Nebraska, in early December I960, to review with the Secre¬ 
tary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff the initial 
NSTL and SIOP. 

For the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 



’RADII, U3N, 
Secretary, 


Attachmenti 


National Strategic Targeting and 
Attack Policy, dated 1§ August i 960 * 


* inf, 


* Enclosure A" hereto 
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ENCLOSURE V 

THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
Washington 25, D. C. 


JCSM-372-60 
22 August I960 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

Subject: Target Coordination and Associated Problems (U) 

1, Reference is made to the memorandum*by the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, JGSM-36?-6 o, dated 16 August i 960 ., and to the memorandum** 
by the Secretary 0 f Defense, dated 16 August i 960 , both subject 
as above, 

2, The joint Chiefs of Staff have noted your general approval 
of the draft National strategic Targeting and Attack Policy, the 
draft memorandum to General Power, and the draft directive memo¬ 
randum for implementation of the Strategic Targeting and Attack 
Policy. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have reviewed again those 
drafts and have made certain minor changes as a result of their 
discussions with you and the commanders on 17 August i 960 . The 
policy and the two directives are now being promulgated, by the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, Copies are attached as Tabs "A", "B" and 
"C"*** for your information. 

3, With respect to the remaining questions to which you 
referred, the Joint Chiefs of Staff are of the opinion that: 

£i. Questions 2 J! and 2k of CM-386-59, dated 24 August 1959, 
require further study and development by the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, A separate Btudy on these two questions will ba under¬ 
taken by the Joint Chiefs of Staff and will be forwarded to you 
at a later date. 


* Enclosure "B" to J.O.S. 2056/164 
** Enclosure "A 11 to J.C.S. 2056/164 
*** Enclosures "A", "B", and "C 1 ^ hereto 
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( NOTE ; These two questions are as follows: 


J.« Does the JCS Organization need policy control of an 
agency capable of operational analysis and wargaming of 
operational plans? 

k. If so, what agency should perform this function for 
the JCS?) 

For the Joint chiefs of Staff: 

/s/ N, F. TWINING, 

Chairman, 

Joint Chiefs of staff. 
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Objective - To determine if the methodology, procedures and 
criteria being employed by the Strategic Target Planning Staff 
are sound and are optimal in the development of a National 

4 

Strategic Target List and a Single Integrated Operational Plan 
that are in conformity with the National Objectives as approved 
by the President. 

To this end, the following queries are suggested: 

(a) ^hat are the overall methodology and procedures being 
employed by the Director Strategic Target Planning (DSTP) in 
the development of the NSTL and the SIOP? How does the DSTP 
approach compare with that used to develop Study 2009? If dif¬ 
ferences exist, what are the relative advantages and disadvantages 
of each system? 

(b) What is the target point value system? How was it 
derived? How is it employed in computer solutions? At what 
point is the human judgment factor injected? What system of 
checks and balances is employed? 

(c) The damage criteria which you were instructed to employ 
are qu ite string ent. ( 907 ° probability of severe damage to military 
nuclear delivery cpability and to primary military and government 
controls of major importance; and 9 0,« probability of destruction 

of 50,'a of industrial floor space in urban-industrial targets) 

Do you feel that they could be relaxed? Weapon requirements are 
of course critically dependent upon the damage criteria which is 
utilized for effects computation. They are also influenced by 


the effects manual being employed. Have you comparative values 
for weapon requirements based upon the VASA Atomic Weapon Em¬ 
ployment Handbook and the Air force Nuclear Weapons Employment 
Handbook (AFJ1 200-8)? 

It is apparent that percentage probability specified for 
achieving a given damage level will greatly influence the weapons 
r equiremen ts. Have you had an opportunity to examine the effect 
°f a 751 ° probabil ity as opposed to a 90^> probability? 

The level of damage desired is also a determinant of weapon 
requirements. Would i t be desirab le to run a comparison using 
m oderate rather than severe damage as a criterion for military 
targets (or destruction of total floor space or (6welling^ioor 
space rather than In dustri al floor space as a criterion for 
u rban-industrial complexes) . Along these lines, would it be 
meaningful to e xamine the damag e which would result to total 
floor space and ( ^elling) floor space from the application of 
weapons considered necessary to destroy 50^ of industrial floor 
space? 

(d) What are the salient points df difference between the 
SAC urban-industrial model and the Library of Congress Tract 
Vafca Model? tfhat if any, is the difference in weapon require¬ 
ments resulting from the use of the SAC model as compared to the 
requirement resulting from the use of the Traot Data Model? 

(e) What is your basic plan for destruction of Soviet mis¬ 
sile sites? How many of these sites ((SAjfo) have you 
targeted? 


A 
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(f) What data processing procedures are used in the 
development of the NSTL and SIOP? how many different programs 
are used? Can you utilize your computer set-up to optimize 
DG^s for the spectrum of weapons being employed by the Unified 
Commanders? If not, how are you handling this problem? 

(g) Have you progressed far enough to have any feel as 

to whether this process is resulting in a requirement for <fe^ 

f orces to_do jth_e_ same job than were needed under the old plan^ 
ning system? 


(h) You are backing_up m issile s and non-all weather air¬ 
craft with scheduled all weather aircraft. Is a system being 
developed wherein these back-up aircraft are used o n alternate 
targets if the missiles or non-all weather aircraft delivers 


on target? How long do you consider it will be necessary to 
back up missiles with airnrafj:? 



(i) It would appear that the effects of the bombing effort 
laid on by the SIOP would be cumulative in nature and thus result 

than straight line su mmation of the indiv- 
1 ~ 1 d —considered~this in your plans? " 
Comment - An oversimplified example might be the destruction 
of the Mosco w wat er^u ppiy pumping stations by one bomb and re¬ 
sulting greater destruction from fires in another part of the 

city initiated by a second bomb, fires that could not be fought 
due to failure of the water supply. 
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(j) To what extent have you considered the effects of fall- 


out In your plans? With respect to enemy territory and popula¬ 


tion? With respect to friendly territory and pnpnl-a-fcA-fm? 



Comment - Sino-Soviet territory and population stand to 
be heavily damaged by fall-out from a level of attack even below 
"massive." It appears that(fiT~some~point>in the application of 
massive forces of massive destruction, fall-out will seriously 
menace friendly countries and populations contiguous to the 
Sino-Soviet areas. 

What analysis is made of these effects? Is there a cut-off 

point? i a? 

v/NJtXy ' 


cfeo „ 

H s. 
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copy no. _ 

J-C.s. 2056/184 (DISTRIBUTION "A") 

18 October I960 

Pages 1731 - 1741, incl . 



Staff agreed to note the attached memorandum by tne Director, 
Joint Staff. 


2. In that the Commandant had expressed direct concern of 
the Marine Corps in this matter, the provisions of Title 10, 
U.S. Coda 141 (c), applied and were followed. 





F. J. BLOUIN, 

M. J. INGELEDO, 
Joint Secretariat. 
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for the 

JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
on 

ANALYSIS OF INITIAL NSTL AND STOP (U) 

References! a. J.C.S. 1259/474 
b, J.C.S. 20J6/165 
a. J.C.S, 2056/177 

5 October i 960 

1* Currently effective JCS-approved procedures for the review 
of plans of the commanders of the unified and specified commands'* 
provide for concurrent review of atomic annexes by the Services 
and the Joint Staff over a period not to exceed sixty days 
following receipt of machine analyses of the annexes, However, 
those procedures recognize that circumstances may arise vmich 
prohibit pursuit of the normal review schedule, and they provide 
that in such event the Director, Joint Staff, may take action 
as required to insure an adequate or timely review of a plan 
or related annex. 


2 . The Director, Strategic Target Planning (DSTP) has indi¬ 
cated** chat 15 November I960 is the target date for submission 
to the Joint Chiefs of Staff of the completed National Strategic 
Target List (NSTL) and Single Integrated Operational Plan (SI0P). 

V f =/ The P ar A°d 30 November - 3 December I960 has tentatively been 

scheduled as the time during which, the initial NSTL and SI0P 
will be reviewed by the Secretary of Defense, Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, and commanders of unified and specified commands.**'* 


/ 


* JCS 1259A74 

** Bi-weekly Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff Oral 
Briefing of Representatives of the Joint Staff and the 
Services, 28 September i 960 

*** Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff Message to CINCAL, and 
others, JCS 983405, DTG 2621262 September I960; on file 
in Joint Secretariat 
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Clearly the time available for review of the initial NSTL and 
STOP after their completion will not permit pursuit of the 
normal JCS-prescnbed procedures for review of plans and 
annexes.* 

3. Recognition of the effect of tha expected time schedule on 
the ability of the joint Chiefs of Staff to discharge their 
responsibility for review of the NSTL and SIOP was a major con¬ 
sideration leading to the inclusion in the National Strategic 
Targeting and Attack Policy (NSTAP)** of provision for estab¬ 
lishment of a Joins Chiefs of Staff Liaison Group (JCSLG) at the 
headquarters of the DSTP. Further, the Terms of Reference for 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff Liaison Group to the Direotor, 
Strategic Target Planning*** reflect recognition of the need for 

action by the Joint Chiefs of Staff concurrently wit h the 

--- " - 

development of the NSTL and SIOP by assigning to the JCSLG the 
mission, inter alia, oft 

3 . ironitonng the development of the fJSTL and SIOP so 
that, as developed, the resulting effort will conform to 
the NSTAP of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

Providing to the Joint Chiefs of Staff in timely 
fashion data necessary and pertinent to effective and 
expeditious review of the NSTL and SIOP. 

Additionally, the Terms of Reference prescribe that the JCSLG 
will be prepared to assist the Joint Staff in review and 
analysis of the NSTL and SIOP. 

k. Measures taken to date contributing to review of the NSTL 
and SIOP include the following. On 28 September I960 the DSTP 
gave to representatives of the Joint Staff and the Services the 


* JCS 1259/474- 

** Enclosure "A" to JCS 20J6/16? 

*** jcs 2056/177 
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first of a series of bi-weekly briefings on the status of Joint 
Strategic Target Planning Staff activities. The JCSLG has 
planned a series of briefings of the Joint Staff) the first of 
which vail be given about 12 October, which will provide informa¬ 
tion which will assist the Joint Staff in its review of the NSTL 
and STOP.* Additionally, the JCSLG submits to the Director, 

Joint Staff, and for information of the Service Chiefs, weekly 
activity reports. Also, the Director, Joint Staff, is provided 
with copies of minutes of the meetings of the DSIP Policy Com¬ 
mittee. 

5. As additional measures for facilitating review of the NSTL 
and SIOP by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, I recommend that the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff approve the following: 

a. . The Joint Staff and the Services shall conduct the maxi¬ 
mum possible useful analysis and review of the NSTL and SIOP 
during the period of their development. Specific procedures 
to be followed are outlined in Enclosure "A" hereto. 

b. To permit the analysis and review described in subpara¬ 
graph a. above, the Director shall request the JCSLG to provide 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff with the information described in 
Enclosure "B" hereto. To the maximum extent possible, but not 
to interfere with the development of the NSTL and SIOP, the 
data provided should be In such form as to permit direct 
evaluation and require minimum detailed analysis by the 
Services and the Joint Staff. 

c. To facilitate conduct of the analysis and review 
described in subparagraph a above, there shall be established 
by the J-3, the responsible Directorate, a working group for 
analysis and review of the NSTL and SIOP. This working group 

* Joint Chiefs of Staff Liaison Group Message to the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. AF IN 56214, DTG 171645Z September I960; 
on file in Joint Secretariat 
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shall be composed of representatives of the Services and of 
appropriate Directorates of the Joint Staff. 

6 . In advancing the above recommendations, it is recognised 
that much of the information available during the developmental 
stages of the NSTL and SIOP will be tentative in nature and that 
it must be so treated in its review and analysis. In some 
instances, the analysis appropriately will be done on a spot 
check or sample basis. Also, some aspects of analysis and review 
will be impossible until completion of the NSTL and SIOP. How¬ 
ever, the measures proposed above will result in: 

g. General familiarization with and common understanding 
of the data involved and the basis on which it was generated. 

b. Accomplishment of those analyses possible prior to 
completion of the NAIL and SIOP. 

c. Clear definition of the remaining task of review to be 
performed when the completed NSTL and SIOP become available. 

Marshalling of personnel and facilities in preparation 
for review of the completed USTL and SIOP, 

e. Elimination of unnecessary duplicatory analysis efforts. 

f. Providing guidance to the Joint Strategic Targeting 
Planning Staff as to the form the NSTL and SIOP and supporting 
material should take to facilitate review by tbB Joint Chiefs 
of Staff. 

g. Early identification and evaluation of any problem areas. 

In particular and of prime importance, the proposed measures 
will contribute strongly to so preparing the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff that they will receive maximum benefit from the preview 
briefing of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on the NSTL and SIOP 
during the period of 23-2JT November i 960 proposed by the DSTP.* 

* Director, Joint Strategic Target Planning Agency Message to 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, AP IN 59381, DIG 21162?Z September 
I 96 O 5 omfile in Joint Secretariat 
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While it has not been determined at just what point the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff will formally consider the NSTL and SIOP for 
approval, it appears highly desirable that they be prepared 
to express their views to the Secretary of Defense immediately 
following the formal presentation of the NSTL and SIOP, now 
scheduled for about 1 December i 960 . The measures proposed 
above will assist greatly in that respect. 
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ENOIOSURE "A 11 

PROCEDURES FOR ANALYSIS AND REVIEW 
OP THE NSTL AND SIOP 

1. Purpose . The tasio purpose of the review of the National 
Strategic Target List (NSTL) and the Single Integrated Opera¬ 
tional Plan (SIOP) by the Joint Staff and the Services shall be 
to insure conformance with the National Strategic Targeting and 
Attack Policy* (NSTAP) and related JOS directives. A primary 
purpose of the review shall be to determine if the SIOP will 
provide for attainment of the specific objectives outlined in 
the NSTAP. Measures for accomplishing review objectives are 
outlined below. 


2. NSTL . As versions of the NSTL or the National Strategic 
Target Data Base (NSTDB) are developed and made available, they 
shall be analyzed from the standpoint of: 

a. Inclusion of those targets, successful attack of which 
would result in meeting the specific objectives outlined in 
the NSTAP. 


b. Agreement with the optimum-mix target list of Study 
No. 2009, taking into account latest intelligence and the 
fact chat the 2009 list does not include either targets in 
the^^^^^^^Hor specific suppression-type targets. 

o. Comparison with corresponding types of targets 
appearing in currently effective plans of the commanders of 
the unified and specified commands. 


3. SIOP . As elements or versions of the SIOP become avail¬ 
able, they shall be analyzed as follows: 

a. The portion of the national effort in terms of delivery 
vehicles and atomic weapons which are governed by the SIOP 


* Enclosure ‘A" to JCS 2056/165 
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and the remaining such vehicles and weapons which are 
available for other undertakings shall be identified And 
evaluation made of these allocations in terms of the ability 
of the commanders of unified and specified commands to carry 
out all of their assigned missions. 

b. The SIOP shall be evaluated as to the consideration 
given to the scope and effectiveness of attacks on NSTL targets 
planned by allies, insofar as plans for such attacks are known. 

Target assignment . Target assignments shall be analyzed 
from the standpoint of optimum utilization of all types of 
delivery systems available for timely, effective and effi¬ 
cient attack of targets on the NSTL. Specific factors to be 
considered Include the following: 

(1) Recommendations of the commanders as to the 
utilization of forces. 

(2) Suitability of available weapon systems, considering 
such factors as target characteristics, damage criteria, 
reliability, and vulnerability. 

(3) Weight of effort required against individual targets 
for attainment of the assurance prescribed by the NSTAP for 
delivery at each bomb release line (BRL) of the necessary 
weapons to achieve the specified levels of damage to tar¬ 
gets on the NSTL. 

jd. Weapons employment . As information on weapons employ¬ 
ment and associated delivery systems becomes available, that 
employment shall be analyzed from the standpoint of: 

(1) Achieving levels of damage necessary for meeting 
the specific objectives outlined in the NSTAP, utilizing 
as a reference the general level of damage indicated in 
Study No. 2009. 

(2) Comparison of damage from weapons employed against 
individual NSTL targets with damage on corresponding 
targets in Study No. 2009. 
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(3) Meeting, but not unduly exceeding, prescribed 
damage criteria. 

(4) Compliance with prescribed constraints. 

4. Differences . Review and evaluate any reported differences 
between commanders of unified and specified commands and the 
Director, Strategic Target Planning. 
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ENCLOSURE 11 B" 


INFORMATION REQUIRED FOR REVIEW AND 
ANALYSIS OF THE NSTL AND SIOP 


1. The Terms of Reference for the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
Liaison Group (JCSLG) to the Director,, Strategic Target 
Planning (DSTP)* prescribe that the JCSLG shall provide 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff with data necessary and pertinent 
to tne effective and expeditious review of the NSTL and SIOP. 
Outlined below is data of such nature to be provided, aa 
available and on a basis not to interfere with preparation 
of tne NSTL and SIOP: 

a. Minutes of the Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff 
policy Committee Meetings, 

b. Most reoenc National Strategic Target Data Base 
(NSTDB) and National Strategic Target List (NSTL), together 
with suppression-type targets associated with NSTL. 

c. DGZs for various conditions of warning, together 
with the list of weapons, delivery forces, and the com¬ 
manders furnishing those forces programmed for each DGZ. 
Alert forces shall be identified, 

d. The list of installations under attack by weapons 
assigned to each DGZ. 

£j. Recommendations of the commanders as to the utiliza¬ 
tion of their forces. 

f. An over-all damage assessment summary by country for 
eacn category of essential enemy resources attacked, to 
include the assurance of attaining specified levels of 
destruction under the following assumed conditions for 
initiation of war: 

(1) U.S. attack with full strategic warning. 

(2) U.3. attack with tactical warning under cir¬ 
cumstances that are reasonably likely to occur. 
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J£* Operational factors for each weapon delivery system 
utilized in determining employment of that system in the 
S10P {reliability, CEP, weatherj etc,), including brief 
explanation of derivation of factors. 

h. Description of point value system being employed. 
jl. Description and rationale for options. 

2. Specifically, the Joint Chiefs of Staff shall be pro¬ 
vided the data and associated explanatory material presented 
at the bi-weekly DSTP progress briefings and at the JCSLG 
briefings of the Joint Staff scheduled in nid-October, in 
early November, and on completion of the NSTL and STOP. 


'V'{. 

JCS 2056/184 


- 1741 - 


Enclosure "B” 




/ojt 

091 1 1 


“STANDARD FORM NO#IV 


1 SECRET 


RET 


UNITE! 





FROM 


'* Op- 06 *^.. 0 p -09 
: 0p~0|C 


0p~Q6Cl/cso 
Ser *0193-60 

DATE - g 6 OCT I960 ^ 

^moi 

OP-004. 

OP-OflJj. 



subject: SAC use of computers in targeting, information on QP-0G2L—, 

1* Some rather startling information on SAC uses of computers in performing*'' 
the NSTL/SIOP targeting function has come to light as a result of our request 
for their computer programs. Although not officially stated nor widely known, 
computers are used by SAC for less than 5% of the targeting functio n. Pla nning 
actions are the result of s taff manipulati on. judgements, and decisions wit h 
the computer used in a straight b ookkeepi ng role. Selection of a target 
I appears to be a case of s taff officer .judgement s f computer listings, followed 
by a case of staff officer judgements, computer listings, followed by more staff 
manipulations, judgements, and decisions. It appears that the advertised 
“unique” scientific computational capability is in fact a rather expensive a n d 
inefficient sorting and listing operation. Development of the NSTL/SIOP 
involves a six step process sequentially as follows* 

a « Establish target priori tv -< Two lists are prepared according to 
arbitrary point worth. 

(1) Military targets (A points) have point values applied according 
to type installation utilizing a computer to produce a priority listing in 
descending order of total points assigned. 

(2) Urban/lndTU3tpial_tergets (B points) - Computer program provide 
prio rity according to^opu latio^ and industrial worth determined by an 

| appraisal of an item's relativeorder of importance and worth in the U.S* 

I industrial economy. This value is then applied to the Soviet economy<> Manual 
analysis contributes other point information. Therefore a combination of manual 
land machine produced point values for each target is determined» 

(3) Prior to establishment of DJSTP the A and B points have never been 

mixed. Mixing of these lists in development of the NSTL is accomplished m anuall y 
since A points and B points have no apparent relation. This appears to be "an " 
arbitrary if not capricious solution. " 


b. Establish DGZ - A computer pr ogram is uaa d<>_ The SAC program used fixed: 
factors as follows* CEP 3,000 feet,< alT surface bursty all weapons 3.8 wbj ' 
SAC is currently,redesigning this program to provide an average height of burst 
and to make allowances for different CEP r s as introduced by JSTPS. DGZ T s are 
checked manually and reset as required. 


surface burst®, all weapons 3.S mtj 






c. Damage analysis *- A computer program exists for this function, however, 
it is limited to a comparison of the point values destroyed by nanually selected 
DGZ*s against the total point value used in subparagraph la preceding. 
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(The preceding three functions are performed as a responsibility W 960 
Intelligence organisation while the remaining functions are performed as a 
responsibility of Operations). 


d* Penetration analysis — This is reported to be a complicated, completely 
manual operation, utilizing desk calculators and the computer is used only for 
bookkeeping functions. This analysis is conducted by 15 minute time bl ocks* 
Assessments of the damage inflicted to reduce enemy effectiveness is made by 
applying weapon system reliability and enemy defense probabilities to produce 
enemy defense effectiveness for the beginning of each succeeding time step. 


e a Flight Planning - Profile flight planning is accomplished for each 
individual mission, with mass penetration and suppression flights in the same 
area planned together* When all flights have been individually laid down, all 
will be computer processed for TQ£ reso lution andJ iriterference analysis. 
Information indicates that? (1) This method of resolution has not been 
accomplished in this manner before; and (2) this could not be done until 
December. 

f* <Fallont analysis - Here a computer program exists although it is 
reported. tKalmthii is not as good as either the AFGIN model or the Naval 
Weapons Laboratory model. 

Essentially then, the computer is used in the targeting function to per¬ 
form bookkeeping functions* Apparently each program, is run on the computer 
by the officer who wrote the program and since he is not required to document 
hds program a good deal of the operating instructions are unrecorded. One 
knowledgeable computer expert has stated the programs are extremely inefficient 
hut do provide accurate processing of the functions programed. 

2* SAC has a war gaming capability for S AC prog rams. However, It cannot, 
without extensive reprogramming covering some months, accomplish a valid war 7 
gaming of the SIOP. Neither can the Air Battle Analysis model. 


3* Resistance is mounting to the Navy request for SAC computer programs. A 
great danger exists that SAC will strive to sell the viewpoint that furnishing 
NSTL Data Base, Alert Force DGZ*s and IDA‘s on tapes satisfies the Navy request 
for computer programs* This is fallacious. Unless otherwise directed I intend 
to pursue obtaining SAG computer programs* estimate of the outlook is that 
DSTP (SAC inspired) wil l procrastinate and delay furnishing this informat ion. 
They will attempt to avoid furnishing computer programs entirely because if 
furnished it will show SAC as an agency _vhich has done a lot of talking a bout, 
t heir scientific approach~iro the~15roblem while in-r eality theyImv iljasjedJhaBd- 
methods which moreover are applicable solely to SAC needs.. 


Copy 

0p-604 

0p-922V 


D 





U.S. NATO EYES ONLY 

U S NAVY EYES ONLY 



■«* f s 


Aooic 8S n 


TOP SECRET! 



Att/jR 


DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
STAFF MESSAGE DIVISION 


PE/rvp 


AP IN ; 36671 (29 Oct 60) 

ACTION: JCS (4-31) 

INFO : ARMY 32-46), NAVY (47-66), CMC (67-72), CSAF(XPD) (73 
XDO (77 )i OOP (78), .CIN (79L ODC (80) V ^ U3 

DE RJWXBR 3-3 


-76), 




R 282012Z 

FM JCSLG OFFUTT AFB NEBR 
TO JCS WASH DC 
BT 

TOP SECRET 60-11. FROM JCSLG, FOR DIRECTOR JOINT 
STAFF SIGNED SPIVY . THIS IS THE EIGHTH WEEKLY ACTIVITY REPORT. 
THIS MESSAGE IN TWO PARTS. PART I. JSTPS ACTIVITY: (A) THE 
11TH POLICY COMMITTEE MEETING WAS HELD ON 26 OCTOBER. MINUTES 
OF THE MEETING WILL BE FORWARDED WHEN AVAILABLE. IN ORDER TO 
SECURE POLICY COMMITTEE APPROVAL A PRESENTATION WAS MADE ON 
THE PROPOSED METHODOLOGY TO BE USED IN PREPARING THE DAMAGE 
ASSESSMENT PORTION OF THE SIOP. IT IS PROPOSED TO ATTACK THE 
PROBLEM BY DERIVING A FIGURE FOR EXPECTED DAMAGE ON THE PRODUCT 
OF ASSURANCE PROBABILITY AND DAMAGE PROBABILITY AND THEN, BY 
TAKING A SUMMATION OF ALL COMBINATIONS OF EXPECTED DAMAGE .FOR 
A GIVEN NUMBER OF SORTIES AGAINST A GIVEN DGZ TO END UP WITH 
A FIGURE REPRESENTING TOTAL EXPECTANCY. THE POLICY COMMITTEE 
AGREED TO USE THIS METHODOLGY IN FORTHCOMINGJAMAGE ASSESSMENT. 
<B) THE COMMITTEE THAT WAS WORKING ON BASE SURVIVABILITY 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

AF IN : 36671 (29 Oct 60) STAFF MESSAGE DIV,S,0N 

FACTORS, WHICH WAS MENTIONED IN THE 7TH WEEKLY ACTIVITY 

REPORT, PRESENTED A REPORT OF THEIR WORK. THEY PRODUCED 
A RANGE OF FACTORS BASED ON ASSUMPTIONS PECULIAR TO THE 
PROBLEM OF THE SIOP, AND USING AS BACKGROUND AND SOURCE 
INFORMATION STUDY 2009, NORAD STUDIES AND SEVERAL RAND 
STUDIES. AFTER SEEING THE FIGURES PRESENTED, THE POLICY 
COMMITTEE AGREED THAT THEY SHOULD BE EMPLOYED ONLY AS A 
BASIS FOR FURTHER DET ERMINATION OF FACTORS TO BE USED FOR 
DISPLAY PURPOSES AFTER THE SIOP HAS BEEN COMPLETED IN ORDER 


TO GIVE A FEEL FOR A RANGE OF HYPOTHETICAL BASE SURVIVABILITY 

factors and their relationship to assurance levels, they 

AGREED THAT THE FIGURE OR FIGURES FOR BASE SURVIVABILITY, 
OTHER THAN HYPOTHETICAL ONES, MAY HAVE TO WAIT ON MORE 
INTENSIVE STUDY AND WAR GAMING OF THE PLAN* CC) ALSO ON 
26 OCTOBER, A REVIEW OF ALL THE WORK DONE SO FAR IN TARGETING 
AND LAYING DOWN THE ALERT FORCE WAS PRESENTED TO GENERAL 
POWER AND SERVED AS A DRY RUN FOR THE JSTPS BI-WEEKLY 


STATUS BRIEFING SCHEDULED FOR THE NEXT DAY. SIGNIFICANT 

FIGURES PRESENTED WERE THAT THE ALERT FORCE WILL CONSIST OF 

880 VEHICLES DELIVERING 1459 WEAPONS ON 654 TARGETS FOR AN 

AVERAGE ASSURANCE OF 74.5 PCT. GENERAL POWER BROUGHT UP THE 

THE SUBJECT OF^ JAO S^POSITION WITH REGARD TO THE SIOP. 

DISCUSSION BROUGHT OUT THE FACT THAT TAC COULD POSSIBLY BE 

Reproduction of this message in whole or in part is prohibited without 
PAGE 2 OP 5 approval of THE OFFICE OF PRIMARY INTEREST. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
STAFF MESSAGE DIVISION 

AF IN : 36671 (29 Oct 60) 

CONSIDgREDJ^R jjPTiQN ^ BUT.FOR NO OTHER OPTION AND THAT 
SINCE TAC FORCES WILL BE UNDER CONTROL OF THE THEATRE 
COMMANDERS, l^Y_,PO.S^IBLY_MAX_N OT BE INCLUDED IN SI OP FORCES . * 

THE PRESENTATION INCLUDED CHARTS EXPLAINING RESULTS OF THE 
OPTIMUM TARGETING"OF~THE ALERT" FORCE AND PROBABILITY OF 
DELIVERY FACTORS- CD) ON 25 OCTOBER, THE SACEUR REPRESEN¬ 
TATIVE TO THE JSTPS RECEIVED FROM HIS HEADQUARTERS WRITTEN 

TERMS OF REFERENCE WHICH, IF ^INTERPRETED LITERALLY.,. WILL TEND_ 

TO DELAY A POSSIBLY UNACCEPTABLE EXTENT, THE COMPLETION 
OF THE PLAN- COLONEL LONG, SACEUR REPRESENTATIVE, IMMEDIATELY 


DEPARTED FOR EUROPE TO OBTAIN CLARIFICATION OF THESE TERMS 

. ^^01-/ROM. J3ENERAL-N ORST-AD a - (E)' ON 27~DCT0BER , - ~THE. 

BI-WEEKLY STATUS BRIEFING WAS GIVEN BY GENERAL POWER AND THE 

JSTPS. IT COVERED MATTERS MENTIONED IN CC) ABOVE- CF) 

ALSO ON 27 OCTOBER, WORD WAS RECEIVED FROM PARIS THAT THE 

SACEUR FORCES WOULD CONTINUE TO BE HANDLED AS THEY HAVE BEEN 

FROM THE BEGINNING OF THE PLANNING. THEREFORE, THE SACEUR 

SITUATION SHOULD NOT DELAY THE COMPLETION OF THE PLAN. PAR.T 

II. JCSLG LIAISON ACTIVITY: CA) ON 24 OCTOBER, A MEETING WAS 

CONVENED WITH REPRESENTATIVES OF THE UNIFIED AND SPECIFIED 

COMMANDS, JSTPS, JCSLG AND NINE MEMBERS OF THE JOINT STAFF 

FROM WASHINGTON FOR THE PURPOSE OF CONSIDERING AND COMMENTING 

ON A PROPOSED ^£^p^PT FOR COMMAND, CONTROL AND EXECUTION OF 

i-teproauction of this message in whole or in part is prohibited without 

PAGE 3 OF 5 approval of THE OFFICE OF PRIMARY INTEREST, 
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SUBJECT: Discussion at the 387 th Meeting 

of the National Security Council, 
Thursday, Nove mber 20, IQ 58 


■a Present at the 387 th Meeting of the National Security Council. 7 

were the President of the United States, presiding; the Ac ting - 
Secretary of State; the Secretary of Defense; and the Director, 

Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization. Also present and 
participating in the Council actions below were the Secretary 
of the Treasury; the Attorney General; the Director, Bureau of 
the Budget; and the ChaiMaHT^ttomic Energy Commission. Also 
attending the meeting were the U.S. Ambassador to NATO; the 
Director of Central Intelligence; the Deputy Secretary of Defense; 
the Secretary of the Army; the Secretary of the Navy; the Secretary 
of the Air Force; the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Acting 
Chief of Staff, U.S. Army; the Chief of Naval Operations; the 
Acting Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force; the Director, U.S. Information 
Agency; the Acting Director, International Cooperation Administration; 

(' the Chairman, Interdepartmental Intelligence Conference; the Chairman, 

Interdepartmental Committee on Internal Security. The following mem¬ 
bers of the Net Evaluation Subcommittee Staff also attended the 
meeting: General Gerald C. Thomas ^Director; ]Brig. General Willard 
W. Smith, Deputy Director; Lt. General Thomas F. Hickgy, Director 
Designate; Colonel Charles L. Granger, USMC, Colonel James 0.Beckwith, 
USAF, Colonel William R. Calhoun, USA, Colonel Lloyd D. Chapman, USAF, 
Captain Edward L. Dashiell, USN, Colonel Kenneth R. Dyer, USA, Captain 
David L. Whelchel, USN,IR.R. J. Smith, CIA, and Colonel S. J. West, 

USAF. Also attending the meeting were the Special Assistants to the 
President for National Security Affairs and for Science and Technology; 
Major J ohn Eisenhow er for the White House Staff Secretary; the Execu¬ 
tive Secretary, NSC; and the Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC. 

There follows a suamary of the discussion at the meeting and 
the main points taken. 

1. REPORT BY IBE NET EVALUATION SUBCOMMITTEE 

(NSC Actions Nos. 1260, 1330 , 1430, 1463, 1532, l64l and 1815; 

J NSC 5816 ) 

f / 

1 Mr. Gordon Gray Introduced General Thomas, the Director of the 

Net Evaluation Subcommittee Staff, and explained the general purpose 
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of the meeting. (A copy of Mr. Gray’s remarks are included in the 
Minutes of the Meeting and another is attached to this Memorandum). 


General Thomas summarized the methodology of the report that 
was about to "be given. He pointed out the change which had been 
made last year by the President in the directive to the Subcommittee 
also referred to the use made by the Subcommittee of the current 
v National Intelligence Estimate of Soviet_lstentions and capabilities. 
General Thomas also pointed out the assumptions under which this 
year’s evaluation had been developed and noted the participation in 
" the evaluation of- representatives from all four of the military ser¬ 
vices as v eil as representatives of each of the other responsible 
Government agencies. 

General Thomas then introduced Brig. General Willa r d W. Smith, 
Deputy Director of the Ret Evaluation Subcommittee Staff, who dis¬ 
cussed the basic assumptions concerning the assumed Soviet attack 
on the TJ.S. which was mounted by the Soviets in mid-196l with strategic 
(p SRs ‘ s urprise . This was followed by General Smith 1 s discussion of the de- 

tailed assumptions made by the TJ#S#S«Re with respect to the nature of 
the attack which it made on the continental U.S. General Smith fol¬ 
lowed with a discussion of the detailed assumptions underlying the 
U.S. retaliatory attack on the Soviet Union. 

f Upon the conclusion of General Smith's portion of the report. 

Colonel William R. Calhoun, USA, described the Soviet attack on the 
continental U.S. Captain Edward L. DaBhiell, USN, subsequently des¬ 
cribed the U.S. retaliatory attack on the Soviet Union as well as 
the U.S. military posture^ after the attack on the U.S. by the Soviet 

Union. 

Colonel Calhoun next expounded the estimate of the damage in¬ 
flicted on the U.S. by the Soviet attack and Captain Dashiell des¬ 
cribed the damage inflicted on the Soviet Union by the U.S. retalia¬ 
tory attack. Dr. R. J. Smith of the Central Intelligence Agency, 
also a member of the Subcommittee Staff, discussed the potentialities 
of the Soviet clandesti ne attack on the U.S. which concluded the 
formal presentation. 

In his concluding statement General Utomas emphasized the dif¬ 
ficulties involved in attempting to achieve realistic assumptions 
with regard to the evaluation as a whole. There were obviously many 
uncertainties with respect to the military capabilities of the U.S. 
at a period as distant as mid- 196 l and of course even more uncertainty 
as to the military capabilities of the Soviet Union at the same time. 

1 ' Despite these uncertainties. General Thoms believed the assumptions 

were sufficiently realistic to bear out the essential validity of the 
evaluation. 
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General Ihomas also invited the Council to take a "backward 
look at the previous reports of the Net Evaluation Subcommittee 
in relation to the findings of the report just rendered. There was, 
he pointed out, an essential s imilarit y in the findings of all the 
reports since the first one was delivered in 1954 . These findings 
were listed in a chart described as "Recurrent Conclusions". 

Mr. Gray reminded the President and the Council that this 
was General Thomas' last appearance as Director of the Subcommittee 
Staff, and that his successor,/General Thomas F. Hickey , was present 
this morning. Thereafter, Mr. Gray presented a recommendation in 
substantially the following language: 

"You wi ll recall that the 1957 report involved a retali¬ 
atory attack (confining itself? t o a primarily militar y target 
system. For 1958, the President directed that the exercise 
i concern itself with the retaliatory objective of immediately 
^ aa^lyzing the Russian nation , rather than concentrating on 
t argets of a military charact er although, not entirely ruling 
out particular military targets which the Subcommittee be¬ 
lieved woula'siCTificantly contribute to paralysis of the 
Russian nation.^\^ 

"The presentation youhave just heard has concluded that 
a substantial reduction o f the capability of the USSR to re- / 
cover w ould be accomplished by the concentration of a U. S. 
retaliatory effort against a combined military-urban Indus - 
trial target system as oppo sed to a slndLctlv mil itary target 
system” ~The~conclusion also was that suchKan effort would 
destroy the Soviet nuclear offensive capability!^ 

"A central aim of our policy is to deter the Communists 
from use of their military power, remaining prep ared to figh t 
general war should one be forced upon the U.S. There has been 
no suggestion from any quarter as to a change in this basia 
policy. However, as you know, NSC the so-called 'war 

objectives' paper is in the process of review. These matters 
are inextricably interwoven. 

"In the light of these facts, it seems to me that it is 
important for you, Mr. President, to ha ye bef ore you, for your 
consideration, a n appraisa l of the re lative merits, from the 
pointof view of effective deterrence jfiof retaliatory efforts 
.directed toward: * ' ^ \ 


"1. Primarily a military target sysi 


What might be felt to be the 
combined military-urban indr 


o ptimum mix of a 
rfcrial target system 
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"Such appraisal should also take into account the 
requirements of a counter-force capacity which might con¬ 
ceivably he called upon in the case of unequivocal strategic 
warning of impending Soviet attack_ 9 pj^e l^^.. The question 
hereTmight he whether the character and composition of such 
a, force would he adequate to the purposes of 1 or 2 above, 
and vice versa. 


PS 


"These matters have been under intensive study in the 
Department of Defense. If it is agreeable to you I shall 
be glad to work with Mr. McELroy and General Twining to 
determine the best way to accomplish such an appraisal, re 
- f lating it as necessary to the review of the so-called War 

—Objectives paper, bearing in mind that the knowledge and 
^ views of the State Department and other Federal agencies 

would be importantly involved." 
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When Mr. Gray had concluded his suggested Council action, 
the President said he was convinced that what Mr. Gray proposed 
to have done was essential for the obvious reason that in today s 
esentation of the U.S, retaliatory attack on the Soviet Union, 

;ne U.S. had as targets every city in the U.S.S.R. with a population 
*>f over 25,000 people. In view of this very large number of urban 
targets, the President believed that we must gatbac^ the formu¬ 
lation of the series of targets in the Soviet Union destruction of 
which would most gconoaically paraly ze the Russian natioi^r Turning 
to General TvrLni^and-adaEisiingMm and other members of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, the President said tha£ he could remember well when 
I'+.he military used to have no more tharf|EOjtargets in the_ Soviet Union ^ 
and believed that destructtonTof^eseYO targets would be sufficient. 

Now, however, a great many more targets had been added^ He accordingly 
expressed his approval of the suggested action by Mr. Gray. 
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the U.S. succeeded in accomplishing the degree of devastation in 
the Soviet Union that had "been outlined in this morning's presenta¬ 
tion, we would already have accomplished our purpos^jpf destroying 
the will of the Soviet Union t o fight * One could not' go on to 
argue that we must require a 100 per cent pulver ization of the Soviet 
Union. There was obviously a limit - a h uman lim it - to the devas¬ 
tation which human beings could endureT^U 


Secretary McElroy expressed his agreement to the action recom¬ 
mended by Mr. Gray and the President brought the meeting to a con¬ 
clusion with an expression of warm congratulations to General Thomas 
and his associates and also a welcome to General Hickey who would - 
be taking over henceforth from General Thomas. 

The National Security Council: _ 

a. Noted and discussed the Annual Report for 1958 of the 
~ net Evaluation Subcommittee, pursuant to NSC 5816 , as 

presented orally by the Director and other members of 
the Subcommittee Staff. 

b. Noted the President's request for an appraisal of the 
— relative merits, from the point of view of effective 

deterrence, of alternative retaliatory efforts directed 
toward: (l) Primarily a military target system, or 
(2) an optimum mix of a combined military-urban industrial 
target system. Such an appraisal is to take into account 
the requirements of a counter-force capacity and whether 
• such a counter-force capacity would be adequate for (l) 
or (2) above and vice versa. The Secretary of Defense, 
the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the Special 
Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs 
are to determine the best means of defining and accomplish¬ 
ing such an appraisal, relating it as necessary to the 'cur¬ 
rent review of NSC 54lO/l and the interests or the Depart¬ 
ment of State and other Executive agencies. 

NOTE: The action in b above, sis approved by the President, 
subsequently transmitted to the Secretary of Defense, 
the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the Special 
Assistant to the President for National Security 
Affairs for appropriate implementation. 
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!PEB JOINT CHIEFS OP STAFF 


, CM-380-59 

IT August 1959 

memorandum for the secretary op defense 

Subject: Target Coordination and 
Associated Problems (u) 

1. On 28 July 1959, at the Aimed Forces Polioy Council 
meeting, you asked for my views on procedures f0p ooordlnatlon 
of atomic strike plana. This memorandum presents, for your 
information, a resume of what we are currently doing and a 
discussion of controversial issues which must be resolved in 
order to improve our effectiveness, if the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff we unable to reach agreement on any aspect of this 
problem' area, you will be advised. 

2. Tar get c oo rd ination and'associated problems have 
received more and more attention during the past few years not 
because of unacceptable weaknesses in our present position - 
but, rather, because of the Impact of decisions in this area 
on futurejervioe programs and on the all ocation of resour ces 
available to the Department of Defense. We do have weaknesses 
In our system today, and these weaknesses should be eliminated 
as rapidly aa possible. However, the major impact of our 
current examination of this problem will be on future posture 
andfutura ^capability, and we must expect that attitudes^nd 
Judgments on these issues will be somewhat influenced by the 
bu dgetar y implications. 

BACKGROmm 

3. Before 1952 there were so few atomic weapons in the 
stockpile and such limited capability outside the Air Force 
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that coordination presented no significant difficulties. Early 
in 1952, as the stockpile bqoame larger, and delivery capability 
of other than Air Force foroes increased, the Joint Ohiefs of 
Staff set up machinery to coordinate atomic targeting. *pwo 
types of procedures evolved; planning coordination and 
operational coordination. 

4. Planning coordination Bteas iron* the requirement by the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff that commanders develop and dove-tail 
with other coimnanders 4he individual strike plans whioh are 
spelled out in their atomic annexes, vjhich are prepared in 
support of the <JSGPi) Up to the present time, this initial 
coordination of plans between commanders has been somewhat 
spotty, it is rather good between sonje commando; inadequate 
between others. Following individual coordination between 
commands, the plans are further coordinated at conferences at 

t % 1 

whioh all oommanders are'repreBented. I 

5. Prior to 1955 this coordination pas accomplished at 
conferences held at SAC, Since 1955,'thiB coordination has 
taken place at World-Wide Coordination Conferences'(WWCC's) 
held at the Pentagon. The last two of these were monitored by 
a senior member of the Joint Staff an| the next conference is 
scheduled to be monitored by J-3. This is in line with the 
new operational responsibilities of the Joint chiefs of staff. 

6. Following the World-Wide Coordination Conferences, the 
plans are submitted to the Joint Chiefs of Staff for review 
and approval, at which time the Joint Staff reviews each plan 
and the combined plans as a whole. 
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So far I have been dealing only **» planning coordination. 

* To effect operational coordina&on the Joint Chiefs of staff 
have established Joint war Hoorn Annexes (Pentagon and Port 
Hltchie) and the Joint Coordination Centers (JCC‘s)/iocated in 
the United Kingdom and in Hawafcg These centers screen all 
atomic strike plans, and, based-.on targets and routes th ereto, 
identify potentla^g ^iot situ ations. Actual conflicts 
develop only whgn_a otual strlkej timin g is made known. 
Representatives of the commands’ permanently stationed at the 
JCCs, are charged with monitoring execution of the plans and 
^^^Uionfliats as they develop. Communications exist so 
that recommendations on conflicts which cannot be resolved 

can be referred to the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and agreed 

* reSOlUl:lanB can be flaahad to cijmmanders for implementation. 

Joint exercises are held periodically to test the effectives 
and exercise the procedures of ijhia system. The last of these 
exercises, DIO? COP, was held between 27 February and 2 March 
of this year. While these exercises have resulted in some 
improvements, they have also defined more clearly certain 
fundamental weaknesses in current procedures. 


8. The procedures outlined above are elaborate, well- 
established and sophisticated systems which over the years have 
effected a substantial measure of target coordination. Out of 
a total of about a^O targets, something over 300, or about 
13& have been labelled "du plicatio ns;" Whether or not these 
are in fact duplications is a matter of judgment entailing 
such considerations as the degree of destruotion required on 
a target, the reaction time of the various forces, the 
attrition of delivery vehicles, and other operational factors. 
Furthermore, an overlap in scheduling because two or more 
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«as .Chelae* the destination of a slnsle target eaaential 
to the accomplishment of their ^salons does hot peoesearlly 
““ that there ttU, in foot, tj a duplication in execution. 
Onoe It hae teen detenaned that a tarset hae been neutralized 
or destroyed the procedure .la'tt^t messages Bill be dispatched 
to preolude a saoond and unnecessary attack. EoBsver, an 
elaborate-xorld-Blde communications system Is required to 
effect the coordination. Ip manners and exercises communica¬ 
tions frequently lag too far behind, under combat conditions 
the system »ould undoubtedly be ^graded and might function 
with considerably reduced effectiveness. 

i 


i 

9. Prom our experience in thli area to date, we can, derive 
at least one fundamental prinolple. This principle ie'that 
atomic operations must he pre-planned for automatic execution 
to the maximum extent possible and with minimro Reli ance on 
p ost-H-hour communications. However" with re^ttTtt^ 

' J ° ln<J C ° 0rdlmtlon Cent6ra > I *eueve that we should continue 
their functioning even if we make other changes which will be 
discussed hereinafter. The Joint Coordination Centers are an 
extremely useful maneuver tool. Even if they never functioned 
in war, during exercises they isolate problem areas and 

develop valuable data which is fed back into our operational 
plans. 


10. Prom our experience to date, x have also arrived at the 
conclusion that not much more progress can be achieved under 
the present arrangements for target coordination. Some minor 
improvements can, of oourse, be made, but any significant 
f pro ® resa wm squire fundamental changes in our present 
system. Some of these changes Bhould be made immediately; 
action on others may be deferred'without serious consequences. 
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ACTIONS CURRENTLY IN PRQSBSti 
11* In addition to the routing 


staffing of atomio annexes as 


described in the preceding paragraphs, two actions are now in 
process which may contribute toward improvement. ‘These are: 
a, The "Optimum Mix Studybeing conducted by General 
Hiokey's staff, due date 31 October 1959. 


b. jos study of procedural*arrangements for target 
syatem analysis and war gaming. 


UNDERLYING ISSUES 


12. Having described procedures currently in effect, and 
noted additional actions in process, we should now examine the 
underlying issues, in terms of these issues, the problem 
breaks down into three categories. These categories are: 

a. The prooesB of targeting}which leads directly to 
consideration of force adeguacy. 

b. The development of integrated operational plans. 

o. The question of operational oontroi of the strike 
forces involved. 


13- la the paBt there have been basic differences of viewpoint 
within the Joint Chiefs of staff on all three of these categories. 
Unfortunately, it la not possible to resolve the Issues by 
mathematics or precise techniques. Diagnostic studies and 
mathematical treatment can provide inputs which assist in 
tackling these problems — bub such analytical work cannot 
produce a definitive answer. Ultimately, military and 
executive Judgment must be exeroised in determining specific 
policies and programs. 


14, The resolution of the underlying issues calls for 
command decision, and we will never make much more progress in 
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this area until these decisions are ulajle and enforced. In 
order to isolate .the speoifio decisiorlij which in my Judgment 

are required, I win treat with each descry of the problem 
in some detail. 

The Process of Targeting 

15. The process of targeting is the most complicated of all 
the issues. It involves specific sub-issues and problems which 
are disoussed in the following paragraphs. 

f 

16. The first problem is — How many and what kind of 
tar gets should be destr oyed? The area of disagreement here 

r ^ c ^dlngly wide . Opinions vary possibly by a factor of 
f 1119 real nation is — ^at^oonatltutes an adequate 
j d !!^ nt wd a n effective counter-force if dete rrence fails? y( 

What should our targeting philosophy be? Should we plan only 
for the destruction of pop ulation ce nters and control centers? ? y 
Or should we keep i n being a str ong counter-force capability? 

What constitutes an "optimum mix" of targets of various 
categories? 

17 • ' Sboa * who a basically population center target \jjfo' 

for the future insist that it will be an impossible . 
task to neutralise the Soviet I0BM system; that we will not 

know where the missiles are located and, even if we did know, 0 
we would never strive _ ,_.. _ . . ' SO y 
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Wa w 2^^ e y5^5y^yirst^blow - hence the Soviet 
missiles would be on the way before we could counter-attack. 

On the Other hand, if we were to strike certain urban end ^ 

pontroi centers, the Soviets would be incapable of prosecuting 1b ^ 
the^war, and the united States would emerge 
according to this line of thinking, it is a ^aBtTof moKeg) to 
build a strategic delivery system capable of attacking more 
<^tfren a few hundred targets^) 
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18. (Those who propose a strong counter-force capability 
insist that we must develop the neqeasary Intelligence; that 1 

it will be easier to destroy a missile before it is launched 
than after; that the Soviets will npt be able to launch 
anythirgji ke 1 0 (#_o^ their missile? in the first salv o; that, 
in any oase, WQ must deatroy the Soviet capability to re-attack 
in order to m inimize dama ge to the United States; that a 
force gea re d Jo a few hundred targets cannot survive a - ~ 7 

surprise attach: in jtrength and thus would not provide a ? 

deterrent to Soviet aggre^n; and -'that we will have no 
s trength in foreign policy if we lo?e the capability for 
pre-emptive, action based o n strategic Intelligenc e. fC$ 


19. My own Judgment on this issue is influenced somewhat by 
our past^^ence and by my^es&mate of Soviet philosophy. 

We have developed a strategic capability to launch, under good 
to optimum conditions, possibly a,000 to 4,000 strategic 


weaponBjwi th manned aircraf t, and we have, thus far, deterred 

general war. Soviet military doctrine is based on the 

Principle of Masd, and I believe that the Soviets will respect 

only a v ^ P ow 0 ? , fsl force. Further, I believe that they will 
attempt, " 


^Qhgjiext_ae veral Ve ara^ to augment their present 
force of about l,ooo medium apd heavy Jet bombers with a 
li mited num ber of; manned bombers of advanced design and with 

” (iS^ We have developed our 

present long-range staStegio a period of relative 

Soviet weakness, I would see no lpgio fallowing our own 
atrategio force to decline in power - actually or relatively 


when we have ^ert gTlmowled^ that the Soviet strategic force 
lajggng in power. Moreover, I consider that the necessity 
of(g ev^S ^n general war is of such vital import that any 
arror_in Jjd^ent | should be on the^fT^) I, therefore, 
lean to the heavy! side on this issue. 
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20. Prom previous experience and study i have always believed 
that we should adopt a policy along the following lines; 

Policy We should continue to develop and keep up-to-date 
a target system for strategic attack which includes: 

(1) The oritical components of Soviet long-range 
nuclear delivery capability. 

(2) Governmental and military control centers. 

(3) War-sustaining resources. 

/(4)Pop dlation centers^ 

j 

21. On completion of General Hickey's study We may have more 
definite information on this subject. Once we have adopted a 
targeting policy, such as the one $bove, or any other as 
- finally determined by the Secretary of Defense, we will have 

*ade significant progress. The questions we next face are as 
follows: 


a. Who or what agency is going to apply this policy, 
develop the target system and keep it up-to-date? 

- Whafc ase ®°y w111 review the target system for 
consistency wiih policy and give It the stamp of final 
approval? 


22 . My thinking on thiB is that the commander responsible for 
the strategic mission should take the initial steps to develop 
the national strategic target system - regardless of and 
without prejudice 'to what forces might attack what targets. 

For the development of this national strategic target system, 
the responsible commander should be provided with an approved 
targeting philosophy and guide lines. He will, of course, 
rely heavily on the work of the targeting section of the Air 
Intelligence staff,and the analytical work which has been 
produced by such agencies as WSEG, DASA anctfUS) Since 
any commander may be expected, at times, to erronthesafe.. 
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aide in datenaii^ng his requirementb, higher level non-partisan 
review is obviously necessary. Thip kind of a higher level 

* reviaw ' o£ toe target system per se, is, initially, an 
Intelligence function, "intelligence," in this initial review 
of the target system recommended by the commander, should 
determine if the!system constitutes a suitable basis for 
further analysis; is the target system in consonance with 
approved target!^ policy? will th 9 system, if destroyed, 
accomplish the commander's mission as prescribed by the Joint 
chiefs of staff? ' Based on past experience and Judgment, does 
the listing of targets appear(tj xoi^jiv i^ insufficient, or 
generally in the ball park? m my Judgment, this initial review 
ia a Joint Staff (J- 2 ) function. What j-2 should do here is 

to oome out with one of the problem elements which is required 

* ln the QUQOa0dlns ; Bteps of operational planning, operational 
analysis, and war gaming. The J-2 review of the commander's 
recommended target system should, of! course, receive final 

review by the Joint Chiefs of staff before the succeeding steps 
are taken. 

f 

l 

Development of Integrate d Operational Plans 
23. The next major issue with respect to targeting and 
associated problems involves both intelligence and operations. 

Once you have an approved target list for further analysis, 
the question arises as to how^many bombs or missiles should be 
^mShed^agalnst each target. Here we get into the area of the 
^^^averjoil^ontroversy. Operational faotors such as estimated 
- attrition of the attacking force, weapon yield, CEP, level of 
destruction required, and s urface versus air-burst weapons •> 

enter into this asjpect of thT^lem. Do we want a 10* 
probability of 10 ?J destination, or a 90 * probability of 90 * 
destruction, or something in between? should we surface burst, 
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which gives a higher l evel of local destruction and fall-out 

or should wo air hurst? %ese are 
complicated problems and the answers are not the same for the 
various categories of targets. The geography of the problem is 
also important because it affects frilly ox rfigifepopuia- 
tions. However, in general, it can be stated that the Army 
and Navy favor a lower level of destruction while the Air tee 
favors a higher level of destruction. The Air tee favors a 
higher level of destruction because of their experience that 
It is almost always cheapen to destroy a target in the initial 
attack, even if it requires more force, than to have to re¬ 
attack the same target. 


/ 


24. Fortunately, this aspect of the problem can be batter 
handled by analytical and mathematical techniques than can the 
other aspects of the problem. Hbwever, handling this aspect 
* 0f the problem g0eB be y°«a the intelligence function of 
targeting, it requires that there he developed an outline 
operational plan which provides a general plan of attack, to 
include timing and the characteristics of delivery vehicles 
and weapons. Working with the operational plan, it is possible 
to apply war gaming techniques to shad some light on the 
question of how many bombs or missiles should be launohed 
against the various elements of the strategic target system. 


25. In the past and at the present time varioue commands have 
been involved in the planned attack of the strategic target 
system. Hence, the agencies which have conducted w ar games 
have hadno single integrated operational plan with which to 
- work, ^have had to piecej^her fche operatlonal plans 

of the field commanders and utilize the results of World-Wide 
coordination Conferences as a basis for war gaming , one of the 
problems, then, Isi Do we need a sin gle integrated operati onal 
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Plm for<ge)atrateglo attaaM & w JuasBent K0 *, msi Bmh 

a Plan. Slnaa CZHOSAC in aaaignea th8 aajor portion 0 f f„ roe8 

responsible fop the strategic nlssion, I would think that he 

shoilld he charges with the responsibility it, developing euoh 

a Plan. Hla plan ehould, of course, be reviewed by the dblnt 
Chiefs of Staff. 

26. la the development of thle Integrated operational plan 

we would have to faoe up to two questions now and one at a 
later date. 

a. The two questions for immediate decision would te: 

(1) Should any force without an a ll-weathe r capability 
he allocated strategic targets? 

(S) Should the aircraft carrier forces he taken off 
strategic targets because of uncertainty as to their 
legation at the outbreak of general war? 

b. The additional problem, not requiring Immediate 
decision but continuing attention, is where does POLARIS 
fit Into this scheme of things? ' 

c. With respect to the question of all-weather delivery 
capability, i would strongly recommend that vital strategic 
targets, auoh as enemy long-range nuclear delivery capability 

and control_cenfcers, be assigned only to forces having all- 
weather capability, 

d. with respect to the aircraft carrier forces, the 
following faotors and arrangements should be considered: 

(1) In order to provide maximum security to the fleet, 
it should not be tied down to an area limited by the 
requirement to remain within aircraft range of pre-selected 
targets. The fleet should be free to exploit its Inherent 
mobility, in addition, the usefulness of the carrier 

f03?CeS in situation s should not be degraded 

by the requirement to remain on station, on a continuing 
baBls, in order to cover targets of vital strategic 
Importance. 
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SECRET 


A.ppq v ~ntx 3 " 

o n a p m 

FROM: JCS WASH DC 

TO: CHAIRMAN JCS WASH DC 

) 

CHIEF OF STAFF ARMY WASH DC 
CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS WASH DC 
CHIEF OF STAFF AIR FORCE WASH DC 
COMMANDANT OF THE MARINE CORPS WASH DC 
CINCAL 2LMENDORF AFB ALASKA 
CINCLAHT NORFOLK VA 
CINCARI3 QUARRY HEIGHTS CZ 
CINCONAD ENT AFB COLO 
USCINCEUR PARIS FRANCE 
CINCPAC CP H M SMITE HAWAII 
CINCNELM LONDON ENGLAND 
CINCSAC OFFUTT AFB N3BR 
DIRECTOR STP, OFFUTT AFB NE3R 
USNtlR-SHAPE PARIS FRANCE 
TOP SECRET From JCS 

THIS MESSAGE IN FOUR PARTS. PART I: The Joint Chiefs 
of Staff have approved JCS NSTL and SIOP-62 for the integration 
of the initial national strategic attack. JCS NSTL and SIOP-62 
■will ba promulgated to the commanders of unified and Specified 
commands, the Services and the Joint Chiefs of Staff as docu¬ 
ments approved for use in the preparation of detailed imple¬ 
menting plans and procedures. PART II: 1 April 1961 is 
established as the effective data of JCS SIOP-62. PART III: 
Review of JCS NSTL and SIOP-62 will continue directed toward 
identifying areas to be investigated for possible change in 
developing the next NSTL/SIOF. These will include recommend¬ 
ations on methods to be followed in preparation, policy guidance 
(including bringing the NSTAP and JSCP into consonance), 





organization and procedures of the JSTPS. 

These recommendations will he submitted to the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff by each member thereof, the commanders of 
unified and specified commands and the Director, Strategic 
Target Planning, as soon as practicable, included in the 
measures for review of the Joint chiefs of Staff NSTL and 
SIOP-62 will be a wargame of the SIOP by the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, as well as by the commanders, for their respective 
portions of the SIOP, 

PART IV. This part for CJCS, CSA, CKO, CMC and the 
DSTP. Following changes in JCS SIOP -62 are directed; 

(1) Page 5j para 3b (3 }j third sentence, ohange to read: 

"Strikes against these defensive targets , . . 

(2) Page 10, change entry for following ciNCs to read 
as follows: 


" Agenoy 

Commander in Chief, Europe 
Commander in Chief, Atlantia 
Commander in Chief, Faoifie 



12 - 13*** 


14 - 15*** 


16 - 17 *#*" 


(3) Page 10 , delete NOTE in its entirety and substi¬ 


tute the following: 


"NOTE: * Complete SIOP. 

** Complete SIOP, less Apps I, II & VI to 
Annex "E" & App I, II & III to Annex "F". 

*** Appendices I, II and HI to Annex "F" 
will be distributed according to opera¬ 
tional areas of recipients (see Para 5 , 
Annex I.)" 


fflg JLU'MMU 
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APPENDIX "C 11 

2 December I960 

Letter cf Promulgation 

TEE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
V,'ashington 25, D.C. 

SINGLE INTEGRATED OPERATIONAL PLAIT 1962 

1. The Single Integrated Operational Plan, 1962 (Short Title: 

JCS SIOP-62) has been prepared under the direction of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff and Is hereby promulgated for planning the initial 
nuclear strategic attack against th<^Slno-Soviet B locTja nd for 
operations, when directed. Guidance contained herein supersedes 
any conflicting guidance in currently effective JSCP. 


2. JCS SIOP-62 is effective for planning purposes upon receipt. 
Commanders concerned shall have their forces prepared to execute 
the Plan by 1 April 1961 and shall reflect the provisions of the 
Plan in appropriate portions of their general war plans. The 
Plan shall be effective for execution when directed by the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. 

3. Command, Control and Execution of the JCS SIOP-62 will be 
In accordance with Joint Chiefs of Staff concept as outlined in 
JCS message No. 986489 DTG 292243Z November i 960 . 


4. Ammandments to the Plan will be processed In accordance 
with Annex "B" to the Plan, should time considerations permit. 
In the event exigencies of the situation preclude using * 
procedures outlined in Annex "B", commanders concerned shall 
report changes in accordance with SM 606-60, as revised. 


Distribution of the Plan shall be as indicated on ’ 
distribution page of the Plan. Recipients are authorized to 
extract and reproduce to subordinate echelons on a strict basis 
of need-to-know. Particular attention is directed to Appendices 


TO. 
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2, II and VI of Annex "E", and Appendices I, II and III* 

Annex "F". These constitute EXTREMELY SENSITIVE INFORMATION; 
distribution to subordinate echelons will be (1) partial and 
extract only, according to operational area of the recipient 
and on a basis of rigorous and discriminating naed-to-know, 
and (2) only to commanders having responsibilities of command, 
control and execution under the SIOP. 


6, Special Handling of this Plan is directed. The informa¬ 
tion contained in the Plan will not be disclosed to foreign 
nationals or their representatives, except as may be specifi¬ 
cally authorised by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 


FOB THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF: 


F. J. BLOTJIN 
Rear Admiral, USN 
Secretary 


TO 
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PACTS BEARING ON THE PROBLEM 

1. In-accordance -with his guidance, the Director, 

Strategic Planning (DSTP) organized a Joint Strategic Target 
Planning Staff (JSTPS) consisting of personnel from the several 
Services possessing the required skills to perform targeting 
and planning functions, 

2. The Commanders of unified and specified commands com¬ 
mitting forces to the Single Integrated Operational Plan (SIOP) 
provided permanent senior representation at the headquarters 

of the DSTP, who participated In the preparation of the 
National Strategic Target List (NSTL) and the SIOP. In addition, 
these commanders provided personnel qualified as Intelligence 
and targeting specialists to assist In detailed development of 
the NSTL and the SIOP. 


3. The Commanders In Chief, Atlantic, Pacific, and Strategic 
Air Command each committed nuclear weapon delivery forces to 
the attack of targets on the NSTL. 
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5. The organization established by General Power, as DSTP, 
provided -for: 

a, Joint consideration of divergent views at all levels 
of the planning organization, 

b. A Policy Committee, chaired by the Deputy Director, 
composed of permanent representatives of the participating 
CINCs and Army, Navy, Air Force and Marine Corps members of 
the Director's staff. This committee considered and re¬ 
solved all matters of guidance required by the NSTL and 
SIOP Divisions in performance of their functions. Pro¬ 
ceedings of the Policy Committee have been provided to the 
Joint Staff and the Services, 


6 . All agencies participating in development of the NSTL 
and SIOP, plus the Services and the Joint Staff, have had ac¬ 
cess to all data and methods used in the planning process. 
Through frequent briefings at Omaha by the JSTPS and in 
Washington by the DSTP and the JCS liaison Group, explanation 
of procedures and bases for planning have been available to 
interested agencies. 

7. The National Strategic Target Data Base (NSTDB), source 
document for the NSTL, was developed by representatives of the 
participating CINCs and the Services. The initial version of 
the NSTDB included the targets in Study 2009 and other targets 
in the Strategic Air Command's Target Register, It has been 
revised by the JSTPS to reflect latest available intelligence, 
and the current version provided the Joint Chiefs of Staff and 
Services is dated 19 October i 960 . 


^Q. All targeting was accomplished by joint teams composed j j 

of personnel qualified in tactics, force capabilities, missile H 
launch data, weapons effects and penetration of enemy defenses. I 
The teams followed Jointly agreed procedures which applied Ji 
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forces in chronological sequence of-arrival at the target 
system, utilizing minimum weapons and applying a "roll back" 
principle for establishment of corridors through area and 
perimeter defenses for following sorties. Cross targeting 
of weapons system, or assignment of different forces 
and/or weapons systems to a single desired ground zero (DGZ) 
was employed to optimize probability of arrival at the BRL. 

As each sortie was selected, its probability of arrival at 
the BRL was computed, based upon the delivery system's re¬ 
liability as degraded by enemy defensive cap ability . As the 
enemy's defensive airfields were attacked by succeeding 
sorties, degradation of those defenses was incorporated in I 
computation of the following sortie probability 1 


9. Material has been furnished the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
and the Services as available. To date this has consisted of 
the NST Data Base, the alert force DGZ list and indirect 
damage assessment, and the follow-on force DGZ list and in¬ 
direct damage assessment. The latter was received 21 November 
and is now being reproduced for analysis. The final version 
of the NSTL and SIOP and associated over-all damage assess¬ 
ment and final reporta required by JCS 2056/165 have not yet 
been received, Format and content of data provided corresponds 
to that prescribed in JCS 2056 / 183 , thus facilitating use of 
the data in the coordination and reporting of atomic 
operations. 


JCS 2056/194 
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APPENDIX "E" 


_ DISCPSSION 

1. Except for a report by the Defense Atomic Support Agency 

(DASA) of a damage assessment of the Alert Force against 
ind ustri al floor space, there is not available at this time 
any significant information derived from analysis and review 
of the initial NSTL and SIOP additional to that earlier / 

reported in the Director's Memorandum for the Joint Chiefs ofr“ 
Staff dated 21 November I960,* Consequently, material earlier 
provided is included herein by reference only. The additional 
Alert Force damage assessment results are described in para¬ 
graph 2, below. 

2. DASA has made a damage assessment of the Alert Force 



was made utilizing first, the smallest weapon programmed at 
each DGZ and second, the l argest weapon at each DGZ. The 
smallest weapon programmed on ^H|||[|[|Htas a 90 % 
probability of severely damaging about m of the industrial 
space and the weapon has 

a 90 # probability of severely damaging about or ari average 

of about 53# » In other words, based on this damage assessment, 
the JSTPS method of targeting 
resulted, for the Alert Force, in meeting but not excessively I 
exceeding the damage level specified in the guidance. >/ 


* JCS 2056/IE 


Trmingrrro 

jos 20567194 


- 1824 - 


Appendix "E" 


921118-/ c 








12 



copy no. 

(LIMITED DISTRIBUTION "B") 


NOTE BY THE SECRETARIES ,* f a 

— .«SSS35»:® 

JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF .'” 1 


REVIEW OF THE NSTL/SICP- 62 AND RELATED POLICY GUIDANCE (U) 
Reference• J.C.S. 2056/194 


The enclosed memorandum by the Chief of Naval Operations, 
CNO Serial 0OO359F6O, dated 23 December i 960 , subject as above , } 
is referred hereby to the J-3 for consideration In connection 
with the review of the NSTL and SIOP-62 which v?ill be directed 
toward possible changes ih developing the next NSTL/SIOP, as 
indicated in paragraph 5 of the Enclosure to J.C.S, 2056 / 194 , 


F. J. BLOUIN, 

M, J. INGELIDO, 
Joint Secretariat. 



1 



MEMORANDUM BY THE CHIEF OP NAVAL OPERATIONS 
for the 

JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
on 

REVIEW OF THE NSTL/SIOP-62AND RELATED POLICY GUIDANCE (u) 
-Reference: MIS': SOSlyW- 


Ser 000359P60 23 Dec grgka£-l96o 

1. J.C.S. 2056/194 contains approval by the joint Chiefs of 
Staff of tha NSTL and SIOP-62 and provides for a continuing 
review of these documents, directed toward identifying areas to 
be investigated for possible change in developing the next 
NSTL/SIOP. Recommendations from the members of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, the commanders concerned, and the DSTP have been 
requested, 


2. The Chief of Naval Operations notes the following specific 
areas which require further investigation and possible action: 
a. Damage Criteria . 

(1) Preliminary damage assessment indicates that use 
of the criteria contained in the Targeting an d Atta ck 
Policy results in dama ge leve ls and/population casualties^ 


i 


beyond those which appear to be j ^qulr ed. The damage 
assessment is based on b last damage only, a nd does not 
take into account thermal and radiation effects. It is 


alBO based on only one weapon per DGZ, Most DGZs have 
multiple weapons programmed, and the most likely occurrence 
is that more than one weapon will arrive, further raising 
damage levels. 


V)<W • 
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determined far 


| economy could be realized if the damage criteria finally j 

were also applied 
Investigation on a 
case-by-case basis of the military acceptability of this 
procedure la probably required. ■—' 

(3) All targets of a given category are subject to the 
same damage criteria. Consideration should be given to 
provision of ‘a sliding scale of damage, based upon relative 
target worth, 

b. Assurance at BRL . Existing guidance has been subject 
to diverse interpretation. The alert Force was applied to 
achieve an over-all average assurance approximating but not 
leas than 75% for arrival at those BRLs associated with the 
^UertT^p'orce. When the Fol low-on Fo rce was applied, the 
assurance level raised to approximately gJgLassurance on 


Attainment of 

thiB extremely high level of assurance requires the programming 
of many weapons on most DGZs. 

Constraints . The expected dose rates at selected 
monitoring points do not exceed existing constraints levels. 
These dose rates were computed utilizing yearly average mean 
winds; were based < grTone weapon per DG g]t> and 

only. A complete constraints analysis, to include 
seasonal wind data and the effect of multiple weapon s on a 
single DGZ, should be made to determine to tal expected doBe 
rates, (wbrld-wide contaminatioJ), to include effect of 
^dvXet weapons employment, should also be considered. 

d. Base 3urvlvability and Employment of Follow-on Forces . 
These two are very closely related. Base survivability was 
not taken into account in JCS SIOP-62. Survivability factors 
should be developed, and any adjustments resulting therefrom 
applied to the use of the follow-on forces, JCS war gaming / 
will develop useful data concerning base survivability. 
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e. Point Value System . In developing the initial NSTL 
and SIQP, SAC's existing point value system, adjusted to 
accommodate an optimum-mix target system, was used, ALPHA 

and BHAVO^Hi^polnts were developed 
Independently and manually integrated into a single list, 

Time precluded consideration, of alternate procedures. The 
point system should now be examined closely to insure that / 
we are in fact using the beet method for the determination 

of target priorities and location of DGZs. —- 

* jf. Factors Used in Determining Probability of Success . 

The factors used in computing the probability of success of 
weapons system should be reviewed carefully, for these 
factors have a strong bearing on total force requirements. 

The factors applied to missile systems and to non-all-weather 
delivery systems appear to warrant special consideration. 

3. Three additional related areas are not addressed herein 
These are: organization of the JSTPS; Joint operational 
Intelligence} and the determination of the essential national 
task together with the development of a target list based 
thereon. These, and others which, may arise later, will be 
the subject of separate memoranda. 

4. It is recommended that the Director, Joint Staff include 
the subject3 discussed in paragraph 2 above in the review 

of the NSTL/SIOP and associated policy guidance directed by 
J.G.S. 2056/194. 


5. It is recommended that copies of this paper NOT be for¬ 
warded to commanders of unified or specified commands. 


6 . In consonance with the provisions of J.C.S. Memorandum of 
Policy No. 83 , it is recommended that copies of this paper NOT 
be forwarded to U.S. officers in NATO aotivities. 
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NAVAL MESSAGE 


precedence: 


ROUTINE 


(ACTION* RELEASED BY 


/ O ^-0^0 *- O CJaJCSQ C 


:ret : wv department 


DRAFTED BY 


EXT NO 


1 P R1S2250Z Javj 

FM CINCPAC CAMP H M SMITH HAWAII 
TO FPEP'-f/JCS 

IMF0 RJWXBR/DSTPS OFFUTT AFB NEB~~~ 

REEPBA/CIMCLANT 

RJKDAG/CINCAL 

RUfZC/CINCEUR 

R SDL NR/ CIN CN ELM 1 

RJWXBR/CINCSAC 

"PJWXBR/CINCPACREF JSTPS OFFUTT AFB 




eics 2 

Dir JS 2 


2 


REPORT OF PRELIMINARY REVIEW OF SI CP-62 
A. JCS 987018 DTG 092127Z-DEC 
• B. JCS 53 9220 DTE 070009Z- 
i. REFERENCE B 




REOUESTED INITIAL SUBMISSION OF RECOMMENDATIONS lBt o XV 

REQUIRED BY REF A Bf 20 JAN. ''X 

o. my PRELIMINARY REVIEW OF SIOP -62 CONFIRMS DOUBTS IN MY MIND ^ 
AS TO THE VALIDITY OF SEVERAL PLANNING FACTORS WHICH WERE USED IN THE x 
DEVELOPMENTOF THE PLAN. I THINK WE CAN PRODUCE A BETTER ONE BASED ON ^ 
MORE REASONABLE PLANNING INPUT FACTORS. 

3. Damage CRTTERJA. 

A. THE CRITERIA FURNISHED IN JCS GUIDANCE F OR SI OP-62 WERE V 

RESPONSIBLE FOR PRODUCING SUCH * LARGE NUMBER OF DGZS. IN THINKING r 

*BOJT THIS, I PEEVAMINED_XHE_eHOTOGRAPHS OF DAMAGE WHICH WAS INFLICTED\ 
ON HIROSHIMA BY A dff?t A IP EURSii THIS EXERCISE REVEALED T HE EXTREM ES 
TO WHfpHVE HAVE GOtTE - TFT0UR PLANS DURING T»E P*ST 15 YEARS. WHILE I 
C*N CONCEIVE TH*T SEVERE DAMAGE AS CURRENTLY DEFINED MAY NOT BE 
NECESSARY I M RESPECT TO S O VI ElftT OMIC DELIVERY CAPABILITIES, I CANNOT 
'D^ SO WHEN I THINF OF STRIKING MAJO R GOVERNMENT i;uNTRO LS^HERE IS AN 
EXAMPLE WHERE, IN MY OPINION, DA M * GE CRITERIA APPLIED TO ONE TYPE OF 

‘ JCS.. .ACT(1 -S~)CSA(29-43)CSAF(44-1*5)CMCJCNO 
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NAVAL MESSAGE 


PRECEDENCE 


TftPSECaET : .WY DEPARTMENT 


(ACTION! RELEASED SY 


DRAFTED BY 


EXT NO 


TARGET SHOULD N 0T BE APPLIED AGAINST ANOTHER TYPE. AD OPT IN GRADUATED 
DAMAGE CRITERIA FOR DIFFERENT TYPES OF TARGETS WOULD PER M I'r CHANGING 
DGZS TO TAKE FULL ADVANTAGE OF CO-LOCATION OF TARGET ELEMENTS IN AN 
AREA WHICH CAN BE DAMAGED BY A *~SlNGLr" DETONATION,, I &ELIEVE WE CAN 
ATTAIN OUR OBJECTIVES BY DOING LESS DAMAGE AND (JBIN G FEWER FORCES 
A ND WEAP ONS. r 

B. IN THE CASE OF/INDUSTRIAL FLOOR SPACE 
CRITERIA USED FOR SIOP^ES'DID NOT PERMIT SELE CTIV ITY AS TO CRITlCXT 
INDUSTIRES AND DID NOT ENCOURAGE TAKIN-G-XEHLQ_ACQOUNT COLLATERAL DAM AGE 
CAUSED BY OTHER WEAPONS EFFECTS. ( ONLY B LAST EFFECTS WERE CONSIDERED^ 

BY THE JSTPS. OTHEJTTTFECTS SUCH AS HEAT , FIRE AND RADIATION SHOULD 
BE USED WTEN DRAWING UP DAMAGE CRITERIA FORTHE SI OP - ;; 

4. CONSTRAINTS. 

A. HPGN REACHING AN INCAPACITATION THRESHOLD OF AN INDIVIDUAL, 
SMALL ADDITIONAL EXPOSURE TO RADIATION MAY CAUSE DEATH AND AS A 
MINIMUM, WILL TNOBF iSF RECOVERY TIME., WHILE THE MAGNITUDE OF THE 
RADIATION EFFECTS RESULTIN G FR 01 (ETTNEMY 7 ^ USE OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS 

IS UNKNOWN, WE DO FNOW THAT THE CENTER OF THE AREA COVERED BY RESIDUAL 
RADIATION IS D OWN-WIND FR 01 THE DETONATION POINT. THIS MEANS TO US 
IN PACOM THAT OFF-CONTINENT WINDS ALOFT MAY CAUSE US TO BE MORE 
CONCERNED ABOUT RESIDUAL RADIATION DAMAGE RESULTING FROM OUR-OWN 
WEAPONS THAN THO SE O F THE ENEMY . NEVERTHELESS, WHE^WE CONSIDERTHAT 
WORLDWIDE ABOUT ~PmrWEAPONS ARE PROGRAMMED BY ALERT FORCES AND 
ABOUT 3400 WEAPONS BY ALL OF THE COMmiTED FORCES, WE REALIZE THAT 
OUR WEAPONS CAM BE A HAZARD TO K)URSE L m>_AS WELL AS^-IP OUR ENEMY . 

B. THE PROCEDURE "USED BY J^PsHFUSIN G T HE ^§JRlpU*® Esr 

WEAPON YIELD ON A-GIVE DGZ FOR CONSTRAIN T COMPUTATION IS NOT 
SATISFACTORY, PARTICULARLY IN VIEW OF THE HIGH DAMAGE CRITERIA WHICH 
WERE USED. T U ESF CRITERIA CA USED THE_JIEIGHT OF, HIRST TO BET LOWERED 
*NID> SEVERAL WE APONS TO BE PROGRAMMED AGAINST EAC^ DGZ TO MEETTHE 
DESIRED ASSURANCE. IN THE CASE OF PROGRAMMING MULTIPLE ATTACKS FCR 
HI°H ASSURANCES WE EXPECT ON A RANDOM PROBABILITY B*SIS TRATJlQgE 
THAN ONE WEAPON WILL BE DELIVERED MOST OF THE TIME-^HIS_SHSI1LD-BE^ 
TAKgN~TNTg ^fcWT '^ ¥ TrEN~lJDMFUTTrG~PR OBABLE FALLOUT ( ^OUFOW N FORCES} 
AND ON OUR^FRIEwDs) ^sot-^acs ; am 

5. ASSURWCE-r^ , nc . 

AS POINTED OUT DURING THE CONFERENCE AT OMAHA, AN ASSURANCE OF 

97 PERCENT WAS PLANNED ON HIGH PRIORITY TARGETS BECAUSE NO BASE 
SURVIVABILITY FACTOR HAS BEEN DEVELOP ED. IN OTHER WORDS, THE HIGH 
ASSURANCE WAS CRANKED IN AS AN ARBITRARY PIECE OF INSURANCE. THE 
METHODOLOGY OF APPLYING AN ASSURANCE FACTOR SHOULD BE REFINED. MORE 
IMPORTANT, HOWEVER, IS THE NECESSITY FOR DETERMINING WHETHER OR NOT A 
BASE SURVIVABILITY FACTOR CAN ACTUALLY BE DEVELOPED. 
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1 6 WEATHER 

FACT OR. 





I D^MCrr QUARREL with the factor itself NOR THE MamnER in which it 
WAS DERIVED. *Y POSITION WHILE SIOP-62 W*S BEING DEVELOPED IMS THAT 
THE WEATHER FACTOR SHOULD NOT BE APPLIED AS AN ACRQSS-THE-BOARD 
WEAPONS SYSTEM DEGRADATION FACTOR.I TOOK THE POSITION DURING THE 
PLANNING CYCLE THAT THE FACTOR SHOULD BE APPLIED TO NON ALL-WEATHER 
*I*CRAFT WHICH ARE IN THE ALERT FORCE BECAUSE THEY ARE REQUIRED TO 
LAUNCH UPON RECEIPT OF A RANDOM GO SIGNAL. HOWEVER, I DID NOT AGREE 
THAT THE SANE FACTOR SHOULD BE APPLIED TO THE FOLLOW-ON FORCES WHOSE 
LAUNCH TIME IS FLEXIBLE WITHIN A RANGE OF 4 - 5 HOURS. MY VIEW ON THIS 
SUBJECT HAS NOT CHANGED, A M D I 4OPE' IT' WILIT~BEfctNSTDERED WHEN DEVELOPING 
_ GUIDANCE FOR THE NEXT SIOP. THE PROBLEM IS ONE OF DETERM ININ G THE 
)PpnWBTtTTY nr Nf>] A!.1WF.AX HF.R AIRCRAFT S URVIVAL U NTIL SUCH TIME AS 
'THEY CAN LAUNCH UNDER CONDITIONS WHERE THEY CAN IDENTIFY VISUALLY 
THEIR TARGET. A POINT WHICH WE WISH TO REITERATE IS THAT OUR FORCES 
OUT ON THE WESTPAC LINE CAN OPERATE FOR SOME FIVE (5> HOURS BEFORE 
S AC ARRIVES ON THE SCEN E AND'TFIF'^FORE THERE IS"1TN~TSTERFERENC E~" 

AND COGRDlfAlldN rR OIlKM. iJt. HAVE A LEEWAY OF 5 HOURS AND WILL ADJUST 
OUR LAUNCHESWITHIN Tl4IS~LEEWAY TO ACHIEVE MUCH HIGHER PROBABILITY OF 
VISUALLY SIGHTING THE TARGET THAN THAT DERIVED FR CM USING THE OVERALL 
NIGHT / BAD WEATHER FACTOR. WE THINK A FACTOR APPROXIMATING 85 PER CENT 
INSTEAD OF 49 PERCENT'IS PR OPE 1 ? FOR APPLICATION TO OUR FQLLOW-ON FORCES. 

7. TARGET WEIGHTING SYSTEM. 

TARGETS MUST BE RANKED TO INSURE CONFORM AN CE WITH JCS GUIDANCE. 

THIS MEANS THAT A TARGET WEIGHTING SYSTEM MUST BE USED. THE JSTPS HAS 
JUST DISTRIBUTED A TARGET WEIGHTING SYSTEM MANAUAL WHICH IS DESCRIBED 
AS BEING AN INTERNAL JSTPS PROCEDURAL MANUAL. IT IS NOTED THAT POINT 
VALUES OBTAINED IN/IHE MANUAL DIFFER FROM THOSE CONTAINED IN THE 
NATIONAL STRATEGISTARGET DATA BASE (NSTDB) PUBLISHED 12 OCT I960 WHICH 
WAS USED IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF SI0P-S2. WE ARE REVIEWING THIS MANUAL 
AND INTEND TO COMMENT ON IT BECAUSE OF THE EFFECT PROCEDURES WILL 
HAVE ON DEVELOPING SIOP. I WOULD HAVE APPRECIATED THE OPPORTUNITY TO 
HAVE REVIEWED THE MANUAL CONCURRENTUY ASVET WAS BEING DEVELOPED. 

8. war GAMING. 

a, I AM PROCEEDING WITH THE DEVELOPMENT OF A TWO-SIDED WAR 
“ GAME of THE FRIENDLY FORCES OPERATING IN THE PACOM PRIMARY ARE* OF 
INTEREST. BY THIS ME*NS, I PROPOSE TO IDENTI1-Y THE SIGNIFICANCE OF 
THE VARIABLES UNDER MY CCNTROL IN PROVIDING MAXIMAM TARGET DAMAGE WITH 
*“ MINIMIM ATTRITION, OF NECESSITY, MUCH EFFORT WILL BE EXPENDED IN 
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FURTHER EXPLORING THOSE FACTORS DISCUSSED ABOVE. SUBSEQUENT STUDY OF 
'THE GAMING RESULTS SHOULD SIGNIFICANT# FT* THE CONTRIBUTION OF 
EACH VARIABLE OR PRIMARY CONCERN. 

B. IM THE WEAR FUTURE I PLAN TO SE«D * TEAM TO THE WASHINGTON 
AREA AND JSTPS T(±)ETERMINE THE EXTENT OF COMPARABLE ACTIVITIES IN 
THOSE APEAS, WITR'A VIEW TOWARD EXCHANGING IDE*S AMD PROCEDURES WHICH 
MIG|{T BE Oh MUTUAL BENEFIT. 

C. NOTWITHSTANDING MY PLANS TO GAME S10P-62, FOR THE LONG HAUL 
I BELIEVE WE SHOULD olVE CONSIDERATION TO THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A 
CENTRAUKAR bam IMS FACILITY FOR USE BY JCS, JSTPS AS WELL AS THE 
UNIFIED* amd S D E r IPIED COMMANDERS IN GAMING THEIR PLANS. IT IS POSSIBLE 
THAT SUCH FACILITY COULD BE. AN EXTENSION Or PRESENT EQUIPMENTS 
CURRENTLY USED 3Y MESC, * W DEHOULD BE CLOSE TO WASHINGTON WHERE USE CAN 

~BE NADF OR BOMB Damage ASSESSMENT COMPUTERS. FURTHER, THE FACILITY SHOULD 
CONTAIN SUFFICIENT EQUIPMENT TO PROVIDE ADEQUATE ACCOMMODATION TO USERS 
SPECIFIED ABOVE. THIS SUGGESTION IS MADE IM RECOGNITION OF THE MILLIONS 
OF DOLLARS REQUIPED TO ESTABLISH DUPLICATIVE WAR GAMING STAFFS. IF A 
CENTRAL FACILITY WERE ESTABLISHED, MACHINES, PROGRAMMERS, TECHNICIANS 
AND ADMINISTRATIVE PERSONNEL WOULD SERVE ALL USERS. OPERATIONS ANALYSTS 
IN STAFFS OF COMMANDERS CONCERNED COULD DETERMIN TYPES OF PROGRAMS 
AND INPUTS AND UTILIZE CENTRAL FACILITY TO PR (HUGE WAR G & ME CONCLUSIONS., 
9. ORGANIZATION OF JSTPS. - 

- I REALIZE THAT THE JSTS WAS HASTILY ASSEMBLED AND ORGANIZ0>LAST 
AUGUST UNDER 1HE PRESSURE OF HAVING.TO PRODUCE TWE_NSTL AND SI OP BY 

AS A CONSEQUENCE,SOME REORGANIZATION ANDT?t^LT@?TOF-— 

Of-BILLETS WITHING THE JSTPS IS PROBABLY WARRANTED AND DESIRABLE IN LIGHT 
OF EXPERIENCE GAINED THUS FAR. ALTHOUGH I HAVE NO SPECIFIC 
RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING THE ORGANIZATION OF THE JSTPS TO MAKE AT 
THIS TIME, THE FOLLOWING ARE THE PRINCIPLES WHICH I THINK SHOULD APPLY: 

A. SINCE JSTPS IS AN AGENCY OF THE JCS, ITS ORGANIZATION AND 
MANNING SHOULD APPRQXIMAE THAT OF A JCS STAFF DIRECTORATE, WITH DUE 
PEGARD TO THE PROBLEM WITH WHICH IT IS CONCERNED A^d THE DUTIES FOR 
WHICH IT IE RESPONSIBLE TO THE JCS AND THE SECDEF« 

B. JSTPS PERSONNEL SHOULD NOT BE ASSIGNED RESPONSIBILITY OUTSIDE 

JSTT*S 

C. SERVICE REPRESENTATION IN THE JSTPS SHOULD EE EQUITABLE, 
“PARTICULARLY IN KEY BILLET ASSIGNMENT. 
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MEMORANDUM BY TOE CHIEF OF STAFF, U.S. ARMY 
for the 

JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
on 

REVIEW OF NSTL/SIOP-62 AND RELATED GUIDANCE (U) 

CSAM 19-61 17 January 1951 

1, Action* by t»»j Joint Chiefs v* staff in applying NSTL/SIOP 62 
provides hat the members of ths Joint Chiefs of Suaff, the 
commanders concerned, and the Director, Strategic Target Planning 
shall recommend to the Joint Chiefs of Staff areas to be investi¬ 
gated for possible chants in developing NSTL/SIOP-63. 


2. Pursuant to that action by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, I 
consider the following areas to require further investigation: 
a. Basic Policy Guidance : 

(1) Determination of the essential general war task 
for strategic nuolear delivery forces . The basic objective 
of the National Strategic Targeting and Attack Policy is 


to establish an essential national task to be accomplished 
under the sev eral co nditions under which hostilities may 
be initiated. SI0F-S2 reflects an initial strike capability 
of the forces made available. The task against which 
thi' capability has been applied remains to be defined; 
i.e., no task is stated except that which, committed forcPB 
can accomplish, _ 


(2) Specific objectives . Preliminary damage assessment 
reveals that although the general levels 
^Prescribed in the NSTAP have been attained, the 
targets selected do not provide for full neutralization 


* See Decision On J,C,S. 2055/194 
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any resource system. Yet it is evident that within the 


over--II level of damage there is marked red undancy o f 
damage in terms of the end effect on the economic and 



control syste m. The selection of more precise objectives 
should more effectively neutralise the war-making and 
political potential of the Slno-Soviet Bloc at the same 
or a l esser level of effor t. 

(3) Damage criter ia. The ova"-all level of damage 
and pop ulation ca suarui ep a ppear to exceed that which 1 b 
required e ven though no account is taken of thermal or 
ra diation effects. Damage criteria specified In NSTAP 
deal only-with severe damage. Yot lesser but significant 
damage may in many cases contribute equally to attainment 
of the over-all objective. 

(4) Assurance at mb . NSTAP preecribes|j5# assurance 

of de 1 Ivery at each bomb release liaejof the necessary 

weapons to achieve the specified levels of damage to 

targets on the NSTL. SlOP-62 provides a variable soale 

.£ 1 . 


of aaHurance averagingjj lvor ^P^| Ti3e assurance method, 
compounding the probability associated with individual 
weapons carriers assigned to a target to attain an 
assurance that the target is struck, produces an 
expeotanoy that a large proportion of targets will be 
struck with multiple weapons. It is not clear that 
coupling delivery assurance and damage probability for 
individual targets is the optimum method by which a 
realistic and reasonable level of assured damage may be 
prescribed. Consideration also is needed of the feasibility 
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ENCLOSURE 


MEMORANDUM BY THE CHIEF OP STAFF, U.S. ARMY 
for the 

JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 


REVIEW OF NSTL/SI0P-O2 AND RELATED GUIDANCE (U) 


csam 19-61 


17 January 1961 


1. Action* by tbs. Joint Chiefs i*r staff in app arming NSTL/SIOP 62 
provides hat the rcembei’s of ths Joint Chiefs of Suaff, the 
commanders concerned, and the Director, Strategic Target Planning 
shall recommend to the Joint Chiefs of Staff areas to be investi¬ 
gated for possible change in developing NSTL/SIOP- 63 . 

2. Pursuant to that action by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, I 
consider the following areas to require further investigation: 

a. Basic Policy Guidance : 

(1) Determination of the essential general war task 
for strategic nuolear delivery forces . The basic objective 
of the National Strategic Targeting and Attack Policy is 
to establish an essential national task to be accomplished 
under the several conditions wider which hostilities may 
be initiated, SIOP-52 reflects an initial strike capability 
of the forces made available, The task against which 
thf' capability has been applied remains to be defined; 
i.e., no task is stated eiccept that which committed forcpB 

can accomplish. _,— ( 

J (2) Specific objectives . Preliminary damage assessment j 
I reveals that although the general levels 

prescribed in the NSTAP have been attained, the J 
jl targets selected do not provide for full neutralization >1 


* See Decision On J.C.S. 2 O 5 S /194 
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! of any resource system. Yet it is evident that within the j 

i 

over-'11 level of damage there ia marked redundancy of ! 
damage In terms of the end effect on the eoonomio and 

rl 

control system. The selection of more precise objectives I 
should more effectively neutralise the ■war-making and / 
political potential of the Sino-Soviet Bloc at the same f 
or a lesser level of effort. / 

(3) Damage criter ia. The ova”-all level of damage 
and population casualties appear to exceed that which 1 b 
required even though no acoount is taken of thermal or 
radiation effects. Damage criteria specified In NSTAP 
deal only with severe damage, Yot lesser but significant 
damage may in many oases oontributs equally to attainment 
of the over-all objective. 

(*0 Assurance at ERL . NSTAF prescribes!??# assuranae 

"Nci L— 

of de 1 lvery at each bomb release linejof the necessary 
weapons to achieve the specified levels of damage to 
targets on the NSTL. SlOP- 62 prov ides a variable soale 
of assurance averagingThe assurance method, 
compounding the probability associated with individual 
weapons carriers assigned to a target to attain an 
assurance that the target is struck, produces an 
expeotanoy that a large proportion of targets will be 
struck with multiple weapons. It is not clear that 
coupling delivery assurance and damage probability for 
individual targets is the optimum method by which a 
realistic and reasonable level of assured damage may be 
prescribed. Consideration also is needed of the feasibility 
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and desirability of providing the higher levels of 
assurance which may be necessary through the use of alter¬ 
nate target assignment and reporting or post-strike 
r econnaissance procedures to guide commitment of follow- 
on forces. 

(5) Initiative/Retaliation . NSTAP* requires the SIOP#* 
to be prepared in consideration of the several ways in 
which hostilities may be initiated. Yet except for 
missiles there is no provision for < 4lterati on^of the 

t ^get system or target priority between the circumstances /*\ 

of pre-emption and retaliation. Target priorities, particu¬ 
larly for the alert force which may be the only force ( ^ 
launched, appear to be optimum for neither ciroumstance. 

b. Constraints . The Slop conforms to the prescribed 
constraints criteria. Hot/ever, the methodology employed 
for computation of expected dose of residual radiation from 
fallout does not consider seasonal wind variations and 
multiple weapon probability. Further, it has not yet been 
possible to consider additive effects due to em ployment of 
w eapons outside the Slop, The range of probability of 
ad verse effects on other concurrent military' operation s due 

to fallout from 3I 0P and other weapons has not been considered. ^ 

Both the method for computation of expected dose and the 
toler- ice levels for the several monitoring points require 
close review. 

c. Organization of the JSTPS . The current organization 

of the JSTPS reflects the necessity which existed in September 
1950 to rely on the experience of SAC headquarters personnel 




* Enclosure "A" to J.C.S. 2056/165 

** J.c.s. 2056/191 
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and the existing organization of Headquarters, SAC for prepa¬ 
ration of the initial NSTL/SIOP in the limited time available. 
This ti'ceasity no longer exists. The permanent organization 
of the JSTPS should be that best calculated to fulfill the 
requirements of the JCS and to this end should provide for 
equitable representation among the sarvioes, particularly 
at the policy level. 

d. Relation of Slop to Other planning Documents . Although 
the SIOP is a significant component of the JCS guidance for 
commanders, it fails to bear a logical relationship to other 
primary planning documents, notably^SCP) in the planning 
cycle. The due date o^Kay 19o2 for SI0P-6£)p rovideB insuf¬ 
ficient time for commanders to incorporate it into their 
plans prepared in support of(J^CP-63p Neither does the May 
date provide sufficient time for SIOP preparation subsequent 
to provision of over-all strategic guidance in SIOP-S3. 


3, 1 r-commend: 

a. That the foregoing comments be forwarded to the Director, 
Joint Staff for consideration in the development of the plan 
of action with respect to the NSTAP. 

b. That the Director, Joint Staff prepare, for consideration 
by the Joint Chiefs of staff, a time-phased program for actions 
in support of NSTL/SIOP-53. 
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ENCLOSURE 

THE ATLANTIC COMMAND 
Headquarters of the Commander In Chief 

Sers 00011/J08 19 January 1961 

From: Commander in Chief, Atlantic 
To: The Joint Chiefs of Staff 

Subjs JCS NSTL and SIOP- 62 , Review of (U) ^ 

Ref' (a) JCS Msg 092127Z, JCS S 87 OI 8 DEC i 960 * 

1. Reference (a) approved the JCS NSTL and SIOP -62 and requested 
recommendations from Unified and Specified Commanders relative 

to future improvement in developing the next Single Integrated 
Operational Plan (SIOP) and National Strategic Target List (NSTL). 

2. The JCS NSTL and SIOP-62 were developed on a crash basis. 
Beoause of the extremely short time available to the planners 
at the Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff (JSTPS) it was 
necessary to utilize certain procedures and methodology which 
subsequent review has indicated could be improved. The basic 
guidance to the JSTPS was also developed hurriedly, and can be 
modified and improved to permit more economical utilization of 

the committed forces. Specific areaB, in which change is recomended, 
are discussed in the following paragraphs. 

3. Establishment of an Essential National Task ? Although the 
basic guidance to the JSTPS stated the specific objectives which 
were to be achieved, and called for a list of a minimum number 
of specific targets whose timely and assured destruction would 
accomplish these objectives, the JCS NSTL and SIOP-62 actually 



* Joint Chiefs of Staff message to CINCLANT and other addressees, 

JCS 987018, 33TQ 092127Z December,i 960 ; on file in Joint Secretariat 
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resulted from a full application of all oomraltfced foroea. The 
damage assessment of the probable effect of this very large 
weight of effort against the Sino-Soviet Bloc, even with the 
application of veiy high base loss factors, shows that it is 
probably greater than that required to aohieve t he specified 
objectives. It is recommended that the JOS take the earliest 
possible steps to establish the Es senti al National TaBk which 
must be accomplished should the national policy of deterrence ? 
against general wanf ^fai^ and to develop a plan to accomplish 
that specific task. 


CA . V\j(Ur 

_ 
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4. Damage Criteria : 

a. The level of damage specified in the JOS guidance 
essentially requires destruction of all important target elements 
by blast damage . An exorbitant weight of effort is required 
to accomplish th is. The level of damage required by the 
National Strategic Targeting and Attack Polioy (NSTAP) is 

much higher than that previously r equired bv _J OS guidance. p JLr- ( SAC ? ) 


Mod erate damag e ie considered to be sufficient to meet the 
concept expressed in the NSTAP- It is recommended that the 
damage criteria be modified that ’’moderate damage" be sub¬ 
stituted for "se vere da mage" where appearing. Due to lack 
of tract data, the JSTPS did not follow the guidance to 
achieve ninety per cent probability of severe damage^to fifty 
per cent of Industrial floor space 

Either the guidance should be changed to indicate some other 
of achieving the required level of damagejpfj||il|j 
the tract data should be made available to JSTPS. 

JjTotal floor space is considered a more meaningful measure of 
damage Therefore, it is recommended that the 

guidance be modified as follows: 

^Ninety per cent probability of moderate damage to fifty 

floor space 
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b. The ov er-all damage effects of nuclear weapons should 
be considered. In addi tion to blast , these weapons have 
signif icant thermal and radiation effec ts which should be 
considered In the determination of the level of damage 
actually aohieved. The JCS NSTL and SIOP-62 also does not 
take full advantage of the over-lapping ef fects of ad jacent' 
bursts, but generally treats each desired ground zero (DGZ) 
in isolation , with a resulting excessively high weight of effort 
above that needed to neutralize many enemy installations. A 
change in the damage criteria specified in the NSTAF is recom¬ 
mended to ensure economical UBe of forces by specifying that 
all weapons effects be considered, and that over-lapping effects 
of adjacent bursts be fully examined in the interest of 
achieving destruction or neutralization with the least practi¬ 
cable weight of effort, 


5. Assurance of Delivery at BRL i The basic guidance called 
for planning for at least^seventy-five per cent assurance of 
delivery at each bomb-release llnajj(BEL) of the weapons required 
to achieve the specified damage levels. On most high priority 
cargets an extremely heavy weight of„effort Is planned in order 


(g o ensure^ jbhe arrival of ^FTeast one weapon ^ab the BRL. When 
the assuranoe of delivery of at least one weapon 1 splinety per 
centjcr greater the most likely event is that m ultiple deliver y 
will in fact be achieved. Clarification of the basic guidance 


to specify avoidance of excessively high assurance of delivery 
13 recommended. 


6 , Constraints . It has always been the understanding of 
CINCLAHT that the basic reason the Joint Chiefs of Staff pre¬ 
scribed co nstrain ts was bo avoid un necessary damage, radiation 
fall-out effeats and casualties to allies, friendly, ancCneufcrcu 
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[ peoples, unless these occurred through unavoidable military 
necessity. The radiation levels due to fall-out resulting from 
SIOP attacks were kept within JCS prescribed levels principally 
by air bursting weapons which otherwise would have been surface 
burst. However, the unrealistic assumption was made that only 
o pe weapon would be delivered at each DGZ, and "average season" 
wind template was used in the calculations rather than the "most 
u nfavorable season " template in common uee prior bo the SIOP 
planning, and it was assumed that all SIOP forces were in one 
command. Current JCS guidance specifies that calculations to 
determine fall-out will assume that each command programming 
on a given DGZ will deliver one weapon. Two or three Unified 
or Specified Commands are involved in most DGZ's in SIOP-62. 

These unusual measures to reduce fall-out levels were taken in 
a sincere effort to follow JCS guidance, but from a practical, 
realistic standpoint they cannot be regarded as successful. In 
a great many cases air bursting instead of surface bursting reduces 
f all-out but aatually increases casualties. An entirely new 
examination of this problem is recommended to develop a constraint 
policy and new guldanoe which are both effective and practical. 

7. Evaluation of Target Worth ; A point system in use by the 
Strategic Air Command to li3t targets in order of priority was 
utilized for SIOP-62, ®ila system consisted of two separately 

forjj^J^m^alfa) and 

(bravuj^nstallatlona to make it possible to assign these instal¬ 
lations a point value based on their worth or importance. These 
two sub-systems for point values could not be readily mixed, so 
the relative Importance of installations in the optimum-mix 
target system under attack in SIOP-62 could not be established 
except by arbitrary means. In addition, the alfa and bravo points 
were assigned to installations principally from the point of view 
of their importance in the SAC mission. Many installations of 
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relatively low importance to SAC are of high importance to other 
ooramands, There is a need to develop a Bystera for rating 
installations in the optimum-mix target system in accordance 
with their importance to all commands. 

8 . Mathematical Probability Factors : Many factors were utilized 
to calculate the probabilities of success of the various delivery 
systems. These factors had to be developed in a very short time. 
Subsequent careful examination of theBe factors indicates that 
many are not entirelyjvalld or could be refined to represent 

more accurately actual system capabilities, A case in point 
is the we ather fac tor as applied to visual delivery forces. 

A review of all such mathematical factors and the manner in 
which they were applied in SIOP -62 is recommended with an 
eventual goal of establishing better* Jointly agreed factors. 

9. Base Losa/Survivablllty ; It was not possible in the time 
available to develop factors for expected losses due to enemy 
aotion. It was generally agreed that without such factors 
there is considerable doubt a 3 to the probable contribution of 
foll ow-on forces. A study by a group such as Net Evaluation 
Sub-Committee (NESC) or Weapons Systems Evaluation Group (V/SEG) 
could produce meaningful, realistic factors for expected sur¬ 
vivability of the fixed and mobile bases from which the various 
delivery vehicles are launched. Development of such factors 

as a matter of priority is recommended. 

10. Missile Targeting ; The first generation of strategic 

missiles i 3 employed in SIOP-62, with target assignments for 
both a retaliatory and initiative role if When these missiles, 
v/hich are all assumed to havefa CEP* ] are 

targeted using the specified damage criteria they raalce^a very 
small apparent contribution. Inordinately large numbers would 
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have to he planned against most DGZ’a in order to achieve the 
specified damage levels. At the present time, the available 
strategic missiles are not well suited for the task of destroy- 
ing ha rd point targ ets. However, if utilizedj/against total 

fl oor spa ce ^f 

can be vary effectively used in their intended role of deterrence/ 
retaliation. The growing Inventory of missiles Indicates a 
shift in the principle instrument of deterrence. Appropriate 
changes in the damage criteria are recommended (paragraph 4 a) 
to permit the optimum use of the available miBslles. 

11. Flexibility ; There are no provisions in SIOP -62 to pro¬ 
vide for circumstances that might make it advisable to cease 
e xecution of a part of the plan. The provisions for withholding 
in th^j^j^^^^^^does not conform to previous JCS guidance. 
Specifically, there are no provisions for withholding attack 

Pro¬ 
cedures should be developed for c essation of atta ck when appro¬ 
priate. 


12. Organization of the JSTPS : It is considered that the 
current organization of the JSTPS dould be substantially 
improved by making it work as an integrated Joint staff. A 
better SIOP would inevitably reBUlt from placing officers from 
all the services with their varying backgrounds of experience 
in the many delivery systems in the various key staff positions 
of importance and influence. At present "two-hatted" officers 
from the SAC Staff serve concurrently in all the key JSTPS Staff 
billets as Heads of all Divisions, Branches and Sections. It 
is clear in the memorandum of the Secretary of Defense of 16 
August i 960 , which originally set up the JSTPS, that a joint 
staff v/aB intended. Therefore, earliest steps to make the 
present JSTPS Staff joint and "single hatted" are recommended. 
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COPY NO, 
(LIMITED DISTRIBUTION ”l") 


NOTE BY THE SECRETARIES 
to the 

JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
on 

STRATEGIC TARGET PLANNING (u) 
References: a. J.C.S. 2054/164 ^ 
][. J.C.S. 2056/194^ 


The enclosed memorandum by the Secretary of Defense,, dated 
20 January 1961, together with Its attachments (Appendix, Annex ^ 

and Tab), 13 referred hereby to the J-3 for consideration in 0 

<71 

connection with the review of the NSTL and SIOP-62 which will be 
directed toward possible changes in developing the next NSTL/SIOP 
as indicated in paragraph 5 of Enclosure to J.C.S, 2056/194. 



F. J. BIOUIN, 

M. J. INGELIDO, 
Joint Secretariat, 
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ENCLOSURE 
THE SECRETARY OP DEFENSE 

20 January 1961 

MEMORANDUM FOR: The Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff 

Subject : Strategic Target Planning 

You will recall that, during the discussions leading to the 
designation of General Power as the Director of Strategic Target 
Planning, it became apparent that a National Strategic Target List 
could only be developed in the final analysis through the intelli¬ 
gence and operational planning and war gaming functions associated 
with the development of the Single Integrated Operations Plan. 

My decision* of 16 August i 960 , approving the Strategic Target 
Planning policy, was based on the convicticn that the resources to 
develop and maintain a Single Integrated Operations Plan existed 
in large measure at Headquarters, Strategic Air Command, and not 
within the Joint Staff. I gave assurance that the views of the 

I 

Unified Commanders would be considered in the development of the 
Plan, and in addition to the planning teams provided from the par¬ 
ticipating Unified Commands, each participating Commander in Chief 
was authorized a senior personal representative to work with the 
Director and his staff. 

At the Unified Commanders Conference held in Omaha l- 3 __ sfCS 
December i 960 , I expressed my gratitude for the work of the 
Director and all others who contributed to the development of the 
first Plan and discussed other work that must follow. I am 

* Enclosure "A" to J.C.S, 2056/l64 
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reasonably optimistic that with continued concerted effort, with¬ 
out disrupting the maintenance of the SIOP-62, further actions 
should be initiated leading to continued refinement of strategic 
planning for the initial retaliatonyjrbrlke under var ious ^sendi- 
fcions of warning. 


Incident to further actions, I would include a detailed 
study by General Power and the Joint Chiefs of Staff of the 
attached memorandum* for the president from Dr. Kistiakowaky. 
Further, berth General Power and the Joint Chiefs of Staff should 


re-evaluate the damage criteria used in SIOP-62, specifically, 
the 50 $ destruction of industrial floor spaceT^/ 


/a/ THOMAS S. OATES 
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APPENDIX 


Extract from memorandum for the Secretary of 
Defense from the Staff Secretary to the President, 
dated 12 January 1961 . 

##**#**# 

At the request of the President, the attached report* to him 
from Dr. Kistlakowsky is forwarded for the information and 
permanent files of the Department of Defense. A copy is also 
being placed in the permanent files of the President's Science 
Advisory Committee. The President anticipated that you and your 
successor would wish to give this document special handling within 
your own office and that of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in view of 
its references to war plans. 



Extract in Annex he 
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ANNEX 


Extract from memorandum for the President 
from the Special Assistant to the President for 
Science and Technology, dated 25 November i 960 




#**#**# 

Carrying out your directive to report to you on the 
methodology used In the preparation of the Optimized Strategic 
Target List and the Single Integrated Operational Plan (SIOP), 
my associates (Hr. H. E. Scoville and Dr, George RathJens) and I 

ft 

atudled the relevant aspects of the activities of the Joint 
Strategic Planning Staff (JSPS)j and I have coma to the following 
conclusions s 

1. The staff is following the directives received from the 
JCS which, in turn, are based on your approval of the NSC 
action following the presentation of "Study 2009" by General 
Hickey. The JSPS is making effeotive use of available intelli¬ 
gence information, I believe that the presently developed 
SIOP is the best that could be expected under the circumstances 
and that it should be put into effect, 

2 . I recomnend that, an effort be initiated now to review 
the directive to, and the procedures used by, the JSPS in 
anticipation of the preparation of su bsequen t SIOPs for the 
following reaaonsj 

(a) To achieve operational simplicity, each weapon 
carrier is now assigned the same target or targets regard¬ 
less of whether our strike l^Ireventtoe^or retaliatcryTjj 
This leads to the result that even a retaliatory strike has 
"counter force 11 chara^ei^^^p^lnstance^ii^hB 
optimized list, the I 


t>-L- 


jcs 2056/208 


Annex 


921118-'fl 


TO^Sgaag 



but then follow 




’gBSSO^ ' r ^ e question may be raised as to whether they need 
to be given suah high priority in a retaliatory strike and 
be assigned about 5 weapons apiece, 

( (b) The JSPS used blast effect as the only criterion of 
damage and negle cted thermal radiation , fires which will b e 
c aused by I t, and fall-out, The question may be raised as 
to whether the resultant damage criteria are unnecessarily 
conservative, whether they result in ^ertOll ) and will 
create unjustified additional “force requirements." 

For example, 

are each considered to require 
as 3 desired ground 
zeros (DGZ), 2 for the alert foroe strike and the 3rd for the 
"follow on" force. The highest priority DGZ there has 4 weapo ns 
scheduled on it, 3 of them missile warheads. Using DASA damage 
criteria and the JSPS weapon delivery probabilities (allowing for 
attrition), we calculate for these 4 weapons the expected per¬ 


centage of Immediate Casualties?as 


puted using only blast and thermal radiation and not allowing for 
fires, for fall-out and for direct neutron and gamma radiation. 
Moreover, DASA criteria which we use are very conservative, For 
instance, for a 20 let burst at 1500 feet altitude, DASA handbook 
gives an immediate casualty radius of 1500 yards, From actual 
observations in Hiroshima, the lethal r adius there, upon the burst 
of less than a 20 let weapon, was 5200 yard s. / SrO^> ^^-£7 


JOS 2056/208 


- -^ ^ 

UULj,< 


This figure has been com- 
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ill survive unscathed the 


In add ition to the 4 weapons scheduled on the 1st ground zero 
from the alert force are scheduled on the 2nd one 
(about 6 miles away) and 1 on the 3rd DGZ from the "follow on" 
force. Are these additional weapons really necessary,since it would 
appear fchat j/hgrdly a persoh , 
attackjon the first ground zero? 

(c) The staff is making extensive use of computers, but I 
believe that their programming could be improved and that 
the most competent people (such as available in WSEG, for 
instance) should become involved. This refinement, the 
revision of damage criteria, and possibly a re-evaluation of 
the Importance of "counter force" strikes, will become 
especially important when operational plans are developed 
for less than our total alert force (the force that may 

'survive a surpriaejitta^kj^ , 

(d) The present SIOPS which are being developed for 
situations in which we receive longer strategic warning oall 
for the u3e not only of the alert;, but also for tne larger 
"follow on" force b. The damage which is expected to the/sino- 
Soviet Bloc I from the strike of the alert force alone appears 
to be so extensive that one may question Whether the commit- 

I ment of "follow on" forces to strateglo strike is urgerjtly 
required. If not, the over-all national planning of 
strategic forces may need revision, with the highest emphasis 
being given to the survival of the alert force and low 
emphasis to t he use of "follow on" forces. 

I attach herewith a summary* of our detailed observations, 
made on the basis of briefings from the Joint Strategic Planning 


Staff. 


/s/ G. B. IOSTIAKOWSKY 


TOP STOSBir 
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Extract from Comments on Briefings by the Joint strategio 
Planning staff, November 3-5, I960. 

**#######*### 

The JSTP staff is following quite closely the so-called 
"Study 2009" - General Hickey's presentation to NSC - as regards 
criteria for the selection of targets and the assessment of damage 
required. Since that study, in turn, followed rather closely the 
earlier War Plans of SAC, so-called ALPHA and BRAVO, the emerging 
SIOP is in these respects a refinement, a combination and ex¬ 
pansion of ear lier SAC plan s, rather than a brand new approach. 

Much of the briefing emphasized the objective character of the 
plan of procedure and the extensive use of machine calculations. 
Actually, however, we found so many consecut ive steps Involving 
ju dgment that the so-called point system of military worth of 
targets and the machine calculations based on it appear to be of 
very secondary importance. In fact, some of the machine uses may 
be uns ound . So long as the plan is designed for the entire alert 
force, this has no grave consequences because of the large number 
of weapons assu med to be available and, therefore, of^e^ceedin&ly 
high expected damage to the Slno-Soviet Blo c^ However when, sub¬ 
sequently, operational plans based on smaller forces (assumed to 
survive surprise attack) will be developed, it will be most 
important to review the entire procedure and introduce more 
effective use of mathematical procedures, as otherwise the assign¬ 
ment of forces to targets may be Inefficient, and less thap optimum 
effect may be calculated for the retaliatory foroe still avail¬ 
able to usj thus "evidence" may be obtained,that we have inade¬ 
quate forces and the attack, if carried out, will not be optimized. 

The steps which are involved in the preparation of SIOP 
are as follows; 
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The next step is to combine the AJ,FRA and BRAVO target lists 
into a combined "optimized list" which is done byB 


The next operation is performed on znaohines. 


[as defined 

according to the "2009 Study" (that is, probability of severe 
damage to end to 

of industrial floor apace), (^ "Sev er e damage ^la calculated on the 
basis of /blaafc effect alone> using Air Force and CASA handbooks on * 
nuclear weapons effects. Each thus optimized IXJZ has attaohed to 
it a point value, i.e. the worth of targets which will be destroyed 
as defined above if a weapon of adequate Bize is exploded at that 
desired ground zero. The DGZs are then arranged in the order of 
descending priority, i.s, their paint value, the total number being 
about 1000, 


TflgjsasggT^ 
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1 The assignment is done by a complex procedure, the logic of which 
1 

is not wholly clear. It is first assume d that every weapon that 
will be used in the alert force, has 


This weapon, allocation, however 
is only preliminary and the machine calculations involved.are not 
very relevant to the and result, in view of the computations that 


that-follow it. 


• ^r\ r~ £ //**aO 
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Thus, two very important aspactB of the plan, although they 
are worked out on the machines, are then redone on the basis of 
judgment, so that the machine calculations are in effeot not use d. 
One of them is how to form the "optimum mix" target list. The 
other is the deoision of how many weapons to assign to a given 
DGZ. 
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The attack by our total alert fdree, after allowing for 
attrition, lo w OBP of Missiles, eta., is calculated to inflict 
Bevera damage, as defined in the directive,to about 


the Sino-Soviet Bloc. We have no way of Judging whether the attri¬ 
tion to our forces has been estimated conservatively or not. The 
esqpected damage certainly has been, because of excessive require¬ 
ments and the neglect of the effect of fall-out,thermal radiation, 
induced fires, etc. Naturally, when not only the alert force, but 


the "follow on" forces are employed 


A comparison of the present SIOP for the alert force with the 
plana worked out in the "2009 study" is informative. The latter 


in the 


Sino-Soviet Bloc. 
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6 February 1961 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD 

SUBJECT: Secretary McNamara’s Visit to JSTPS, 4 February 1961 

1. The following Department of Defense personnel were briefed by JSTPS 
on Saturday, 4 February 1961: 

Mr. McNamara 
Mr. Gilpatricfe 
General Lemnitzer 
Dr. York 
Dr. Stern 
B/General Seawell 
B/General Brown 



At the request of General Lemnitzer, the number of personnel in the 
2 -udience was held to the minimum. The personnel in attendance were\ 
12 in all, consisting of: 


General Thomas S. Power 
Lt General Griswold 
Vice Admiral Parker 
Major General Blanchard 
Major General Wheless 
Major General Eisenhart 
Brig General Spivy 
Brig General Smith ? 

Col Crumm 
Col Hines 
. Col Philpott 
Capt Miller ? 

Briefing officers were present only for that portion of time they were 
actively briefing. 


2)bC/A^^ /c ‘ 


•t/rt/td 


2. The briefing commenced at 0945 and was completed at 1935, CST. 
During this time many questions were asked by the visitors. An effort 
has been made to indicate below the general context of the questions as 
well as the answers given to the questions. 


Q - McNamara - What kind of a target list did you have prior to the 
inception of the DSTP. Is the weig ht of effort , a 
same as that which was available when individual comm an ds 
prepared their own plan? 


A - It was pointed out that it would be very difficult to compare the 
target list, inasmuch as individual commands compiled their 





own 


from the basic intelligence sources available. With regard to 
the weight of effort, it is not possible to answer this directly 
at this time inasmuch as a comparison of this naturb has not 
been compiled. 

Q - McNamara - Was the consideration of a Strategic Command discussed 
within the basic 18 questions? 

A - Yes. 


Q - McNamara - Are there still two target lists? 

A - No, there is one target list which will be discussed in detail at 
a later time. 


Q - McNamara - What is the affect on force composition of changing 
of assurance or probability from that which was received in the 
Directive. 


A - The greatest affect on forces is realized by changing the degree of 
d amag e rather than the percentage of probability and by changing 
the amount of assurance desired at the BRL. 


A - Dr. York - If 90% ground probability of severe damage was changed 
to 70%, only about 1/2 the force would be required. If it was raised 
to 99% twice the force would be necessary. 

Q - McNamara - Is shock, resulting from detonation of nuclear weapons, 
considered in the determination of specific VN's (target toughness) 
for a given target. 


A -JNo. 


Q - McNamara - Recognizing that the DBL isn’t considered and assuming 
that 4 weapon systems are programmed for attack against a specific 
DGZ, how many of the four weapons could we expect to fall’in the USSR? 

(Note: Considerable discussion ensued with regard to this probability; 
no specific answer was given. However, the impression was left 
v/ith Mr, McNamara that in this case "it would probably be about 
two of the four weapons. " 

Q - McNamara - If part of the force is lost and only alert aircraft get off, 
what number or percentage of the Urban/Industrial areas on the target 
list would be under attack? 


(Note: This question was l eft unanswere d. If it had been answered, 
the answer should have been --- of the 151 Urban/Industrial targets, 
approximately 130 are brought under attack by the alert force. 


Q - McNamara - When do we put up airborne alert? 

(Note: A period of discussion followed and General Le mnit ger 
stated we could put up airborne alert as required by the world 
situation. The impression was that at such time as a period of 
te nsion is reached an airborne alert could be placed in the air. 

Mr. McNamara and General Power both agreed that probably this 

\ would be the one time when it would not be possible to place 

the airborne alert force in the air. Mr. McNamara said he thought 
this would be considered a provocative act on the part of the U. S. 

Further discussion ensued with regard to the requirement for 
achieving l/l6 capability as soon as possible and ultimately going 
to 1/4 o f the SAC B-52 force. It was pointed out that the support 
and logistical requirements for placing 1/8 of the B-52s on air¬ 
borne alert will be available and on the shelves by 1 April - 1 May 1961. 

Q - McNamara - Where did the two hour period come from in defining 
alert forces for carriers and submarines? 

A - The two hour figure for carriers and submarines was an arbitrary 
time period recommended to the Policy Committee in order to 
get on with the planning of the alert forces. The rationals involved, 
it was pointed out, does have a connotation of relative survivability. 
However, the period was purely ar bitra ry and was selected for a 
planning basis only. 

Q - McNamara - With regard to constraints, how do we control fallout 
and stay within the JCS constraint policy? 

A - By going to smaller weapons and by changing from surface to air 
bursts. It was pointed out that this causes the use of tactics which 
will be less than optimum. 

Q - McNamara - Recognizing that SAC has requested a specific number 
of KC-135 Squadrons by 1964 and realizing that there will probably 
be a slippage in this program, could the tankers effectively be 
utilized if they were n ot available m 1965 . 

A - No direct answer, however, much discussion. 

Q - McNamara - It would seem that 2 target lists would be necessary - 
one for an initiative type situation and one for retaliation. - 

A - As the alert force grows and gets large enough it is possible to expand 

its targets from just the military^n^government controls. An optimum- 


Q - McNamara - Have your applied your procedures to Hiroshima? 
A - S mit h - Yes. 3 DGZs of 80 KT each. 

Q - McNamara - If 4000 planes are sent at 1000 targets with 93% 
assurance, how many weapons would go off? 

A - York - About 2 1/E per DGZ. 
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UNfTED STATES STRATEGIC CClvMAND 
OFFUTT AIR FORCE BASE, NEBRASKA 6B113-6000 


Reply To: 
J 5 


2 0 DEC 1993 


MEMORANDUM FOR: JO 35 

Subject: FOIA Request ( 93 - 24 ) - Briefings on SIOP -62 


1 . Reference is made to the attached FOIA request (93 24 ) 
(Enel B). 


2 . Review of the responsive record to this request has been 
accomplished by knowledgeable personnel. Although the overall 
classification of this document is SECRET, the. determination has 
oeen made that this data may now be declassified. The document 
will be declassified by this office as the OCA for this information 
and released in its entirety. 



ROBERT E. LINHARD 
Major General, USAF 
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LIMITED DISTRIBUTION B 


NOTE BY THE SECRETARIES 
to the 

JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 


on. 


REVIEW OF THE NSTL/SinP-62 AND - 

RELATED POLICY GUIDANCE (U) . 

References: a. JOS £056/165 noccAfr 

b. jgs 2056/194 K \ {[ 

c. JOS 2101/339 —z&G 7 / (S'f) 



The enolosed memorandum by the Commandant of the Marine 
Corps, serial 0003B19S1, dated 8 February 1961, is referred 
to the J-3 for consideration in oonneotion. with the review of the 
NSTL and SIOP-62 which will be directed toward possible changes 


in developing the n eyt NSTL/SIOP, as indicated in Paragraph 5 
of tne Enclosure to JCS 2056/194, 


\ 


F. J. BLOUIN 
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M. J. INGELIDO 
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to: 


ENCLOSURE 

memorandum by the commandant of the marine corps 

for the 

JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
on 

REVIEW OF THE NSTL/SIOP-62 AND RELATED POLICY GUIDANCE fu) 
0003B1961 8 February 196 1 


1. JCS 2056 / 19 ^ contains Joint Chiefs of Staff approval of the 
NSTL/SIOP-62 and invites continued revlev: directed toward 
identifying areas to be investigated for possible change in 
developing the next NSTL/SlQF. Recommendations were requested 
from each member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the commanders of 
unified and specified commands, and the Director, Strategic 
Target Planning. 

2. The Commandant of the Marine Corps considera that the 

following area requires further investigation and possible 
action; \ 


a. Flexibility 






1 ) NSC 5904/l#Ji>rovides policy guidance for the United 
States in the event of war. Section A of this document 
indicates one of the objectives in the event of general war 
to be the reduction of "the capabilities of the jussR and 
Communist China |to the point where they have lost their 
^ will jand ability to wage war against the United States and 
its allies". However, another objective s tresses restraint 
by stating, "So far as 0 onalatent^ wlth- jhe above^ objeotlves 
to avoid destruction and casualties in all countries not 


* Enclosure to JCS 2101/339 

JCS 2056/220 - 1956 - 


Enclosure 
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Involved in the w ar.” Paragraph 7 of this seotlon, which is 

r 

footnoted to indicate the paragraph to be the controlling 
policy guidance with respeot to military action to attain 
the objectives, provides that "The United States should 
utilize all requisite force against selected targets in 
the USSR — Ca as ggcsssary^in Communist China, 


-- to attain the above 


objectives. 


the USSR and Communist Chinajjwill be attacked as necessar y. 
(NOTE: It is assumed that the peoples of the Eloc countries 
<Qj foer t han^ho USSR and Communist China are not responsible 
for the acts of their governments and accordingly so far as 
consistent with military objectives military action against 
these countries should avoid non-mili tary destruction and 
casualties.)" 

(2) In spite of these provisions for flexibility in NSC 
5904/1,*- the National Strategic Targeting and Attack 
Policy,** which is referenced in the original terms of 
reference for General Power,*** makes no such distinction 
among thefuSSR, Communist China 

apparently dictates that the NSTL/SIOP 
provide for the attack of a single list of Sino-Soviet 


Bloc targets 


a 


(3) It is noted that a certain amount of flexibility 
has been written into JCS SI0P-62, The Procedures for 
^Ex ecution provide for the ^thholdi n^) of "strikes scheduled 
against Slno-Sovlet (^lob]( oountriea ^as required" except 
that strikes against certain de fensive targets in the Bloc 
countries "are not subject to being withheld unless directed 
by JCS prior to E-Hour "71 It is apparent, however, that no 


* Enclosure to J.S 2101/3 39 
** Enclosure "A" to JCS 2056/165 
*** Enclosure ”C 11 to JCS 2056/165 
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provision is made for j^wit hholding strikes | 

nor for a routine withholding of strikes against 
defensive targets 

(4) It is believed that greater flexibility should be 
provided within the NSTL/SIOP, and that such flexibility 
could be provided within the framework of NSC 5904/1. 
Specifically, precise provisions Bhculd be made for a 
(routine withholding of at r lice a against targets in the 



Such additional flexibility could be m 
consonance with NSC 59°4/L, since the SIOF would still 
oonta±n j[alt ernativea for the attack of targets throughout 
the Sino-Soviet Bloc to achieve the maximum national 
object ivesTJif required. 


3, If is recommended that the Joint Staff be directed to 
examine our National Strategic Targeting and Attack Policy in 
connection with NSC 5904/1* t° determine how the NSTL/SIOP may¬ 
be revised to provide for the desired flexibility, and what 
revision of the NSTAP is required. 

4, It is reoommended that copies of this paper NOT be for¬ 
warded to commanders of unified and specified commands. 

5, In consonance with the provisions of JCS Memorandum of 
Policy No, 83 , it is recommended that copies of this paper NOT 
be forwarded to U.S. officers in NATO activities. 


* Enclosure to 10S 2101/339 
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1 . I have reviewed the extract* from the memorandum for the 
Preeident from the Special Assistant to the President for 
Science and Technology, dated 25 November i 960 . In which 

Dr. Kistiakowsky reported to the President on the methodology- 
employed in the preparation of the 173TL and SIOP. 

2. In view of Dr. Kistiakowsky 1 s position at the time of 
authorship, his comments oould have significant impact on 
strategic planning. It would appear that they merit special 
attention in that they were brought to the attention of the 
Secretary of Defense at the request of the President. 

3. I have recommended that Dr. Kistiakowsky’s memorandum be 
forwarded to the Director of strategic Target planning for 
detailed study insofar as it relates to SIOP. Such action 
would respond to the expressed** wishes of the Secretary of 
Defense, and would assist the Joint Chiefs of Staff in their 
own study of the memorandum. 

4. Insofar as it relates to Study 2009, I believe that the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff should comment directly to the Secretary 
of Defense. In this connection there are statements in 
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1< I have reviewed the extract* from the memorandum for the ] 
President from the Special Assistant to the President for £ 
Science and Technology* dated 25 November I960, in which 2 
Dr, Kistlakowsky reported to the President on the methodology 4 
employed in the preparation of the K3TL and SIOP. 5 

2, In view of Dr. Kistlakowsky 1 s position at the time of 6 
authorship, his comments could have significant impact on 7 
strategic planning, it would appear that they merit special 8 
attention in that they were brought to the attention of the 9 
Secretary of Defense at the request of the President. 10 

3. I have recommended that Dr. Kistlakowsky'0 memorandum be 11 
forwarded to the Director of strategic Target Planning for 12 


detailed study insofar as it relates to SIOP. Such action 13 

would respond to the expressed** wishes of the Secretary of l4 

Defense, and would assist the Joint chiefs of Staff in their 15 
own study of the memorandum. 16 

4. Insofar as it relates to Study 2009, I believe that the yj 

Joint Chiefs of Staff should comment directly to the Secretary -^g 

of Defense. In this connection there are statements in no 
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the report with regard to Study 2009 which are not substantiated ’ l 
in that Study, I consider that these should be brought to the 2 
attention of the Secretary of Defense, 3 

5. In the Enolosure hereto is a draft memorandum for the 4 

Secretary of Defense which advises him of our action in response 5 
to his request,* and points out discrepancies in the report 6 

with regard to Study 2009. 7 

6 . It is recommended that: 8 

a. The memorandum in the Enclosure be forwarded to the 9 

Secretary of Defense. 10 

b. This paper NOT be forwarded to the commanders of 11 

unified or specified commands. 12 

c. This paper NOT be forwarded to US officers in NATO 13 

activities. 14 

d. This paper NOT be forwarded to the Chairman, US 15 

Delegation, United Nations Military Staff Committee. 16 
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ENCLOSURE 


DRAFT 


MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

Subject: Strategic Target Planning (U) 


1. On 20 January 1961 , the Secretary of Defense forwarded 

to the Joint Chiefs of Staff a memorandum from, the then Special 
Assistant to the President for Science and Technology,, Dr. 
Kistiakowsky. This memorandum comprised a report to the Presi¬ 
dent on the methodology employed in the preparation of the 
National Strategic Target List {NSTL) and Single Integrated 
Operational Plan (Slop). It was the suggestion of Mr, Gates 
that the report be studied, both by the Director of Strategic 
Target Planning and by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

2. In compliance with the desires of the former Secretary 
of Defense, and in order to facilitate their own assessment 
of the Kistiakowsky report as it relates to SIOP, the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff are forwarding the report to the Director of 
Strategic Target Planning for comment. You will be advised 
if furtner action is indicated. 

3. The Joint Chiefs of Staff consider that the references 
to Study 2009 in the report are misleading. In order to 
preolude misunderstanding regarding comparison between SIOP -62 
and Study 2009, the following comments are pertinent: 
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b. Actually, study 2009 reflects considerably more 

In the alert force. Study 2009 considers 
weapon and force requirements for each of a number of 
situations and assumptions, such as using aircraft only, 
missiles only, combinations of the two, 75# assurance of 
weapon delivery, 90# assurance, and various conditions of 
warning or alert. For example, in the oase of an alert 
force consisting of aircraft only 

and assuming 75# 
assurance of delivery, the number of weapons in the alert 


force as reflected In the Study 2009 is 
This very closely approximates the 


in the 


initial SI0P-62 alert farce. This has been confirmed by 
a recent comparison of Study 2009 and SIOP alert forces, 
conducted by the Joint Strategic Target Planning staff. 

c. As quoted above, the report states that Study 2009 
used these alert weapons against Actually 

the figure 


d. The "Estimate of Damage" reflected in Study 2009 


shows that j 


rather than respectively, as shown above in 

the quote from the Kistiakowsky report. Of more importance, 2 ® 
even the lower figures in. the Study 2009 were based on t 2 9 

the admittedly unrealistic assumption that 100# of the • 3° 

weapons programmed for each DGZ would arrive at the bomb 1 31 

release line. In view of this the figures were qualified ' 32 

in Study 2009 as follows: "The expected damage would be / 33 


of the USSR, 26 


somewhat less depending on the programmed assurance of 
delivering a weapon to each bomb release line." 
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4, Sinoe the Essential National Task defined "by the 1 
Rational strategic Targeting and Attack policy includes the e 
requirement to attain damage levels as specified in Study 2009, 3 
that Study is a criterion for formulation of the NSTL/SIOP, 4 
■Hie Joint Chiefs of staff consider that the comments of 5 
Dr. Kistiakowsky are misleading, as illustrated above, in 6 
that they imply that SIOP-62 is not in conformance with Study 7 
2009. It is the view of the Joint chiefs of Staff that SIOP -62 8 
doeB conform to this criterion and that Dr. Kistiakowsky 1 s 9 
report is erroneous in this respect. 10 
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Briefing Sheet TBrQ heij^affl fflaafiia’jcf/a 
COPS USAP to be. y qq_n_s_£dere“dV 


" 24 March 1961 


yn a Memorandum by the 
meeting, 27 March 1961 


Subject: 


Bad 


JOS 2056/230 - Strategic Target Planning (u) 

£2™L: °a„20 Jan 61 - TAB B -.SECDEF (Mr. Gates) forwarded to 


«'*** v* - Aw xj — vztKjxjEiB i m*. uaces j i'orwara© 

the Cnainrian, JCS a memo on Strategic Target Planning which ex~ 

=t£>r7 TlhfA or.r 4- 4 ««4 Jl 4 .^ a _j-i_ . * . < “ 3 . 


pressed the view that inoident to further actions to improve such 
^ ar *wo S 2 here should be included a detailed study by the DSTP and 
the JCS of an attached memo for the President from Dr. Kistiakowsky 

*. ho - . “ °2 2 5 Nov 60 - tab B - Dr. KiBtlakowsky reported to 

the President the results of* a study of the methodology used in 
preparation of NSTL/SIOP-62. The report concluded that the JSTPS 
was following JCS directives and that the SIOP was the best 
possible under the circumstances. Included was recommendation t ha t 
directive to and procedures used by the DSTP be reviewed toward 
improving subsequent SIOPs. Also included was a summary of 
detailed observations covering methodology, in the final paragraph 
there was made a comparison of SIOP -62 alert force weapons and 
targets with similar data for Study 2009. 

ncmT3 “22 ^ M 2 r 61 - TAB C - the COPS USAP recommended that 
the DSTP be afforded opportunity to respond to the Dr, Kistiakowslcy 
comments cited above. On 24 March, the JCS acted to send the 
Kistiakowsky memo to the DSTP for comment. 

Current Paper - TAB A - Contains a memo for the SECDEF which 
points out err°rs in the comparison of SIOP-62 and Study 2009 
statistics made by Dr. Kistiakowsky in the final paragraph of his 
report bo the President. Included is the statement that the JCS 

W consider that Dr, Kistiakowsky 1 s comments are misleading, in that 
they imply that SIOP-62 is not in conformance with Study 2009, 

McmT < /2™i n SI0P- 6 2 does conform with that criterion for the 

NSTL/SIOP which is expressed in terras of Study 2009. 

Service Comments - Army, Navy and Marine Corps are expected to 
recommend deferral of consideration of any such memo to the SECDEF 
P ™ 2 OS 2 d J? y the Mr Fo:i:,ce until receipt of and consideration by 
the JCS of the DSTP comments on the entire Kistiakowsky memo. ¥ 

Coiment .and Recommendation - The statistical comparison of SIOP-62 
and Studjrsoog made by Dr. Kistiakowsky in his report is in error. 

Force. However, the error is minor and 
t0 dlaturb fehe SECDEF. Nor will a reporr^T-correction 
at this time serve any great purpose. 

, «. _ - ^ P r;Lme thrust of the Kistiakowsky 

report i 3 directed at methodology of preparation of the plan - a 

importance far greater than the statistical comparison 
highlighted by the Air Force. The J -3 Report now in buff provides 
£? r a P STP , study of methodology, including the points made by 
KiBtlakowsky. At time of review of that report the JCS approp- 
rlately would consider the merits of reporting to the SECDEF the 
action taken on the Kistiakowslcy report. 

...... - The Employment Branoh, Atomic Ops Dlv. 

recommends that the Chairman, JCS support the Army, Navy and Marine 
d °£P a P° alb i °2 that consideration of sending any such memo to the 
SECDEF as is proposed by the Air Force be deferred until receipt of 

22 d 4-?°2 Blderatlon by the J0S of the DSTP comments on the entire 
Kistiakowsky report, 


Approved by _ 

Opinion as to Recommendation : 
Director, Joint Staff 


Briefing Sheet prepared by: 


W'SBPRES'. 


Capt 0 . E. Nelson, USN 
Employment Branch 
Atomio Ops Div, j -3 
Extension 53031 


Director, J-3 


(Concur)(Nonconcur) 
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For Director Joint Staff.and info J-3. This the 34th Weekly -V 
- Activity Report. This msg in 1 p^rt. 


PART I. JSTPS Activity: 




. (A) The 30th Policy Committee meeting was held on 25 

April. Minutes of this meeting will pe forwarded when available. 

The NSTL Division gave^aTpresentatioh on assurance of delivery In 
regard to amendmen t number 1. It v?as pointed out that contributing 
reasons for^thelaMnd^dt^were force changes (SAC and SACEUR), 
Intelligence changes (updating and January conference), and concept 
of employment (SAC 50 per cent alert). Guidelines for determining 
assurance of delivery of theJUp, SIOP-62 original plan were reviewed 
‘and examined for possible changes in preparing amendment number 1 . 

In amendment number 1 It was shown that there will be less than one • 
percent change in the total number of DGZ 1 s. The SIOP-62 original 
plan was based on about 3200 weapons. This figure in amendment number 
1 will be approximately (|240>jeapons. Consequently, the NSTL sees no 
appreciable change in theTation of weapons to DGZ’s. There Is 
essentially no change caused hy regat^ggrlgaSlon'or"shift In relative 
worth. In the ALPHA list, while the points are different, the point 
spread is comparable. In handling the changes caused by the increased 
ground alert force* the NSTL proposes to follow the same procedure as. 
in the original plan. They will cover the whole spectrum, with emphasis 
on the top DGZ’s, and optimize for weight'versus worth. It Is estimated 
that amendment number 1 for the alert force application will have an 
average overall assurance of 80 percent'for 684 objective DGZ’s plus 
4l defe nses for 72 5 total alert force DGZ’ s. The recommendation of 
the NSTL was: ~ 

(1) Approve proposed assurance for the alert force. 

( 2 ) Recognize the proposal as being within current guide- . 

lines. 

The policy committee agreed with the recommendation with the exception 
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Preface 

This document is the initial installment in the continued History 
of the Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff. It is concerned first 
with the development of problems in strategic target planning during 
the 1950 s and the evolution of plans for the integration of the activi¬ 
ties of the various commands into one plan; second with the organization 
of the Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff at Headquarters SAC; and 
third with the preparation of the first Single Integrated Operational 
Plan. In the preparation of this history the historian did research 
in JSPPS files at Headquarters SAC and in the files of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff in Washington. Documents indicated as exhibits (Ex) are on 
file in the History & Besearch Division, Directorate of Information, 
Headquarters SAC. 
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Background 

Secretary of Defense Thomas Gates' decision of 1 6 August i 960 to 

establish a joint staff at Headquarters Strategic Air Command (SAC) 

under the direction of Commander in Chief, SAC,■> brought together for 

the first time all elements of the armed services with a strategic nuc- 

lear capability into one integrated operational plan. Secretary Gates 

considered the decision the most important he had made in seven years 
2 

in the Pentagon. Perhaps the magnitude of this action can be better 
appreciated after a review of the history of planning and coordination 
activities for the strategic nuclear offensive between 1952 and i 960 . 
(U) 


Between the end of World War XI and the beginning of the Korean 
War, SAC had a virtual monopol y on the means of delivering atomic wea¬ 
pons. The Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) drew SAC forces under itB direct 
operational control in 1946 and strengthened these bonds in subsequent 

years by preventing usurpation of control of SAC forces by theater com- 
3 

manders. Therefore, during these years no coordination problems 
existed in planning and executing the atomic offensive, hut by the 
early 1950 s the situation was changing because of a proliferation of 
weapons and delivery vehicles, (jf) 

The United States Wavy announced in 1952 that all of its new at¬ 
tack planes wepe capable of carrying tactical atonic bombs, and that 
it had op hand ^ircraft capable of deliverlpg large bcmbfi. Wewly 

^C R ET 1 



2 





activated tactical units in Europe and the Par East also became able 
to deliver small weapons. Indeed* the Secretary of the Air Force* 

Thomas K. Finletter* announced that '-'nearly all" USAP combat aircraft 
were being modified to carry them.^ The time was also rapidly approach¬ 
ing when the Soviet Union would becane a major atomic power. It ex¬ 
ploded an atomic device in 1949, and a year later USAP credited Eussia 
with already having a "formidable long range air force" which by 1952 
could cover all of the United States. ^ (u) 


‘ To meet this increased Soviet threat the JCS acted to gain more 
direct control of the nation's expanding atomic forcfe. In March 1952 

an ad hoc committee of that group examined existing procedures for con- 

• 

trol and coordination of atonic operations and recommended centralizing 
them for maximum bombing effect and minimum interference between forces. 
The JCS agreed and established facilities for lateral coordination of 
planning called Joint Coordination Centers (JCG) in Europe and the Far 
East.* They were war room facilities for receipt* compilation* display, 
review* coordination* and relay of information concerning the plans and 
operations of atomic forces for the benefit of the unified and specified 

g 

canmanders concerned and the JCS.** This was operational coordination* 
that is* it took place after hostilities began. $) 


* Buckinghamshire* United Kingdom, and Pershing Heights* Tokyo* Japan. 

** In Europe* Commander in Chief Naval Forces Eastern Atlantic and Medi¬ 
terranean (CINCNEIM), Commander in Chief United States Farces Europe 
(CINCEur)* and Commander in Chief Strategic Air Command (CINCSAC), 
and in the Far East* Commander in Chief Pacific (OINOPac). Commander 
in Chief Alaska (CINCAl)* and CINCSAC. 





UNCLASSIFIED 

Early exercises of the Joint Coordination Centers disclosed a re¬ 
quirement for pre-hostilities coordina tion of commanders' at omi c plans. 
Accordingly, in 195^-, the JCS asked each appropriate commander to sub¬ 
mit an atomic annex, i.e., a target list , to his war plan and to coor¬ 
dinate it with theater commanders and CINCSAC. In 1955 SAC was directed 
to act as host for a conference of appropriate c omma nders to determine 
a methodology or "modus operand!" for defeat of communist air power. 

This conference failed to agree on anything except the requirement for 
periodic coordination of atomic war plans. With JCS approval these con¬ 
claves became known as World-Wide Coordination Conferences (WWCC). They 
were held each subsequent year through 1218, Plans coordinated at these 
conferences and approved by the JCS were prepositioned with the Joint 
Coordination Centers for operational coordination required by an exer¬ 
cise or the initiation of hostilities. The total coordination activity 
pre- and post-hostility, was known as the atomic coordination machinery.^ 


How successful was this machinery? The magnitude of the problem 
probably can be appreciated best by recalling the complex problems of 
generation, launch, mutual support, and maximum bombing involved in 
preparing a single command's strike plan. These factors were manage¬ 
able because the work went on within the framework of a common doctrine. 
When coordination between commands with different concepts, doctrines, 
traditions, ‘and techniques was attempted, the problems became formid¬ 
able, On the positive side, world-wide conferences did enable commanders 
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to appreciate more fully each others capabilities, tasks, objectives, 
and plans. Target lists, forces, and strike timing were discussed and 
compared. Scm^cpnfllcts were avoided. Yet the defects of the program 
were clearly more evident than its successes, at least to SAC. The con¬ 
ferences did not Bolve targeting conflicts; for example, in the 1957 
and 1958 meetings duplications and triplications (two or more commands 
delivering weapons to the same target) were not significantly reduced. 
Neither did they achieve mutual support or unity of strategic effort 
among the JCS commanders. At the JCCs, operational coordination proce¬ 
dures depended upon a highly sophisticated ccmmuxd.catj.ons system. Dur¬ 
ing peacetime exercises the ccmmunications time lag between sending and 
receipt of messages tended to i ncreas e-causing a backlog; under combat 
conditions the system's efficiency would be greatly reduced. In each 
of the exercises of the JCC machinery frcm 1958 through i960 over 200 
time over target (TOT) conflicts highlighted the degree of conflict in 
existing execution plans. In wartime, with disrupted communications, 
this could result in needless loss of aircraft and crews . A comparison 
of target lists and sane conflict resolution were the net gains in four 

Q 

years of coordination effort. General N. F. Twining, Chairman of the 
JCS, believed one fundamental principle had evolved frcm these coordi¬ 
nation activities: . . atomic operations must be pre-planned for 

automatic execution to the maximum extent possible and With minimum 
reliance on post-H-Hour communications. (jiff) 
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The Search for More Effective Coordination 

The Defense Reorganization Act of 1958 (Public Law 85 - 599 ), passed * 
by Congress on 23 July 1958, seemed to open new vistas for better coor¬ 
dination of the strategic offensive. President Eisenhower, in outlin¬ 
ing Ms plan to the Congress, emphasized . . the vital necessity of 
complete unity in our strategic planning and basic operational direc- 
■ tion. It was necessary that the Secretaj^oj^Defepse and the Joi nt 
Chiefs have the authority to take action in these matters. The Air 
Force, traditionally in favor of integration along functional lines, 
supported the President’s program, as did the Army. 11 *The Navy was 
less enthusi astic . 12 (u) 

Aimed with increased authority over the development and operation „ 
of new weapon systems given him by the reorganization act , 13 the Secre¬ 
tary of Defense, then Neil McElroy, examined plans for the new Fleet 
Ballistic Missile or Polaris, then in development. In December 1958 

he asked the Joint Chiefs for their views on the future employment of 
the systoa. 1 ^ 

As spokesman for the Air Force, General Thomas D. White advocated ^ 
creation of a unified US Strategic Command, to encompass subordinate 
units from the Air Force (heavy and medium bombers and intermediate and 
Intercontinental ballistic missiles) and the Navy Polaris, With ap¬ 
proval of the JOS, the CINCSAC waild develop the organization so it 
could be functional by the time Polaris became operational. Strategic 
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Mr Command personnel would be integrated with those of the participa - 
ing services and assigned to the new headquarters. General White be¬ 
lieved a unified strategic command provided the organizational struc¬ 
ture best suited for developing maximum effective atonic offensive 

plans . 19 (j2&) 

The Army, Wavy, and Marine Corps were in general opposition to the 
( Mr Force plan. Admiral Arleigh Burke, Chief of Naval Operations, ob¬ 
jected to integrating all strategic weapon systems into a single com¬ 
mand and recommended rejection of the Mr Force position. The Navy 
had earlier asked that Polaris be assigned to Commander in Chief, At¬ 
lantic (CINCIANT) and eventually to United States Commander* in Chief, 
Europe (USCINCEur) and Commander in Chief, Pacific (ciNCPac). Admiral 
jfcrke saw little need for change: in his opinion coordination had been 
working well since the 1958 Reorganization Act and integration of Po¬ 
laris into the fleet would pose no targeting.jyoblems. Assignment*of 
an weapon systems to a single command, on the other hand, "... would 
disrupt and alter the U.S. defense organization." 18 Auttoity already 
existed in the_JCK to prevent undesirable dupMcations in strategic tar¬ 
geting, planning, and weapons employment and the CNO believed it should 
remain there. 19 The Aimy generally agreed with the Navy, but it be¬ 
lieved the entire investigation was premature. It would assign Polaris 
to the fleet and examine its command structure later when it had become 
a proven system. 20 The Marine Corps favored making the_JOS_responelble 
for selection of targets, after Which the unified commanders would 
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assign them to attack forces. It feareSissignment of targets to one 
commander would create a "monolithic" structure to control aircraft 
and land and fleet missiles which would have great coordination pro*b- 
Ians and be vulnerable If c ommunications were destroye d. fpS) 

As a result of this disagreement, a -s^Llt_decision paper wao pra- , 
seated to the Seclef. 22 Although General White reported Mr. McElxoy 
aid not believe a decision on command arrangements was urgent because 
the system would not become operational until lste_ln_lgSO, there 
was no doubt that the Secretary intended to press for improvement of 
target coordination procedures. In lata July, following an ®0 brief- 
lug at Headquarters SAC for the BeeDef and members of the 408, he re¬ 
quested the Chairman present his views on this problem. £»S) 

In MS reply. General Twining reviewed the history of coordination 
to date and concluded ". . . not much more progress can be achieved 
under the present arrangements . , . •" lle rejected modification 
to the existing machinery, advocating instead "fundamsntal changes" 

to the system. The problem divided into three categories: (l) tar- I 

gating policy, ( 2 ) development of integrated operational pla® and j 
(3) control of strike forces. Begarding the first, he inclined toward 
the Air Force c ounter fores philosoph y, believing the target system 
should include (in order of priority) long range nuclear delivery caps- 
bllity, government and military eontrol_centers, war making resources, 
<£ population~oente^)) After adoption of a targeting policy, in the 
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Chairman's pinion the c^mander responsible for the strategic mission 
should develop a national strategic targeting system or list subj 
t0 review * 1-3 (Intelligence). On the second question, he believed 

an integrated operational plan was definitely needed. He would cterge 

, earners would not be assigned any 
CINCSAC with its development. Haval 

planned strategic targets, but when Polaris developed a significant 

operational capability it would be brcmght into the integrated plan. 

On the third issue, the Chairman reasoned that if the above actions 

were tshen the gpsstion of operational control and prohlema of mu ua 

ifl be "simplified." The promulgation of a nationa 
interference would, be simpxij-j-c 

+ , tarBet list (BEL) and a single integrated operational plan 

strategic target Hat (» , provlte a sound basis 

(SIC?) would, in General Twining 's words, 

for necessary coordination of operational plans of local c-an era 
rtth CMC SAC'S Plan.” 26 Only after decisions - these issues were , 
* ihe form of a co»nd decisiou, and —. wonld there he progress 

ln the area of target coordination. 27 C*6) 

t . his views to the SecBaf, the Chairman r- 
At the time he presented his vi 

... f the services on the issues of targeting coor- 
sought the positions of the servi ^ ^ inter - 

dination by requesting answers to lfljpiesjLons. ^ 

service ad hoc cc^ttee prepared a reply to the questions. « - 

each service individually prepared their answers.- Aa in - issue 

of command and control of Polaris, a wide divergence of opinion 

between the services. But no further action was tahen on the matter 
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during 1959, awaiting the completion of Study 2009, an optimum target 

on 

system for general war being prepared for Presidential approval. 0 (TS) 

'Secretary McElroy also left office in December—1959and the task 
of resolving the target coordination problem fell to his successor, 

Thomas S. Gates. The new SecDef gave early indications that he in¬ 
tended to take action. On 20 January he told the Joint Chiefs that 

he wished to discuss SM-171-59 (the split decision Polaris paper) at 
* qo 

their convenience. Events during early spring provided fresh evi¬ 
dence that action was needed. Eepresentatives to a coordination con¬ 
ference at Supreme Headquarters Alliad Powers, Europe (SHAPE) agreed 
that targeting of a wide variety of weapons without a wast e<of re¬ 
sources was "... far beyond the capability of coordination confer¬ 
ences."^ The senior representative of CINCEur and CINCSAC stated in 
their memo to the JCSs "With the increased number of weapons and their 
diversified utilization, it appears that an efficient application of 
the force can only be accomplished by a single authority.(llS) 

Meanwhile, the' issue remained stalled at the roadblock of conflict- , 

a ' 

ing service positions. On 6 May General Twining advised the Secretary 
that the Chiefs c ould not agr ee on a response to the 18 questions ; 
their individual views were forwarded. After a two-day discussion 
in the middle of June in which the service positions were freely dis- 
cussed with the new Secretary, the Joint Staff prepared a paper ex¬ 
panding on differences in the areas of policy, target detection, apd 
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« and coordination *he Joint — - *» 

: -—-— c °" 

-Kb a fl*hudv into vortotol® i n 

Study 2009 end the President's deeds on on ^ ^ ^ 

struct!ons for unified and specified ccman ers, 

needed for section of targets in a target 1st, 

differed on what that policy should "be. General Tw eg 

differed o . , t fran endemic con- 

elements of this diversity aro|e, partia y __ - 

. He uxeea that the JOS not wait for a perf 
ceptual differences. He urged 

7-~^^Taction to the word, he proposed a national strateg 

Z » Service positions went to the SecDef as *- 696-60 
targeting policy. Servic y 

on 20 July 196 0 ’ < 

aQ „ n r consideration by the JCS 
ta Jfi August I960, after over a year of const 

,, j nnnes of cominand and control 
, . qecretaries of Defense, the issues 01 c 
and two Seeretar acting heesme the subject of a SecDef 

strategic systems and strategic targeting 

„ , it was a clear compromise, indorsing neither the 

decision. - position that eiist- 

nosition favoring a nnified command, nor the Havy P 

do the work. Recognised "by Secretary Gates 
ing JOS machinery could do the rhe individ- 

TO3 oaCSAO's extensive -peris- in strategic planning 

ual designated as CXHCSAC, acting as the .'**£**» 

„ ewnerts froc all services to prepare 

le ot at Headquarters SAG a team ^ 

a pasn for all H.B. forces cc-tt. « ( 


a ppsn for aU H.B. -see mming (**) 

.ffort. clHCSAO's duties as Director of Strategic 

ft Ansciflt Secre- 


oiHCSAO 1 a duties as aww -- ~ 

effort. CXhtma In l8 August Becre- 

uere on additional and separate responsibly, y. 

¥ ere an aour Admiral (subsequently 

w Gates assigned as General Peer's deputy Hear 
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promoted to Vice Admiral) Edward N. Parker , an expert in nuclear wea¬ 
pons and former head of the Defense Atomic Support Agency.^ ^jpg) 

Organization 

General Power began immediately to gather his inter-service staff t 
at Headquarters SAC. Actions to bring in new people and organize and 
train them in SAC methods proceeded at a brisk pace and they constituted 
the organization’s main problems during the early formulative months. 

Time for preparation of the first plan was short; the SecDef wanted it 
done by early December.(u) 

The organization was kept as small as possible, with maximum par¬ 
ticipation of the existing SAG staff, but all services participated in 
all aspects of planning. Commands involved (SACEUR, CINCLANT, CINCPac, 
CUfCAl, and CINCNEIM) were requested to send representatives to a 24 
August meeting at Offutt APE to discuss organization and manning.^ 

Three days later a proposed organizational structure to perform the 
main work assigned, i.e., preparation of a National Strategic Target 
List (NSEL) and a Single Integrated Operational Plan (SIOP), was pre¬ 
pared and forwarded to the JCS.^ (u) 

The organization was divided into two general categories (see 
Chart next page). The first was the Office of the Director. General 
Power, in his capacity as Director of Strategic Target Planning, had 
as his mission to:^ (U) 
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a. Organize a Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff 
consisting of personnel from the various services 
possessing the required skills to perform the 
targeting and planning functions. (U) 

h. Develop and maintain the WSTL and the SIOP for 
attack of the targets on the WSTL. (U) 

c. Submit the NSTL and the SIOP to the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff for review and approval, highlighting 
points of difference which he resolved during 
the preparation of the WSIL and the SIOP. (U) 

Also assigned to this office was a deputy, who assumed the responsibili¬ 
ties of the Director in his absence and acted as his principal assistant 
and advisor on JSTPS activities, and one representative each frcm the 
Army, Wavy, Marine Corps, and Air Force. These service representatives 
served as a personal staff for the director and his deputy, represented 
their services in p olicy matters, and performed a liaison function. 

They were not in the command channel. Representatives frcm unified 
and specified commands supplying forces to the SIOP and a JCS liaison 
groJp were also attached to the staff. The CINC representatives (the 
number assigned was at the discretion of their commander) participated 
in the preparation of the SIOP and WSDL. They were not integrated into 
the staff, but were directly responsible to their respective commanders 
A JCS liaison group, an integral part of the Joint Staff, JCS, assisted 
the DSTP in interpreting JCS guidance and informed the JCS and the ser¬ 
vices of progress in the preparation of the WSDL and SIOP. The CIWC 
and service representatives served as a Policy Committee under the 
chairmanship of the deputy director. This committee reviewed and 
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approved policy; disagreements went to the director for final decision. 
Also part of the Office of the Director was the Secretariat, respon¬ 
sible for administration and personnel supervision. The second cate¬ 
gory consisted of the two production units of the Target Sbaff-~the 
National Strategic Target List Division and the Single Integrated Oper¬ 
ational Plan Division—which took their names from the work they per¬ 
formed.^ (u) 

The initial Joint Table of Distribution (JTD) of 269 spaces re¬ 
quested for the above organization was divided as follows: SAC re¬ 
sources 140 officers, 57 airmen, and 22 civilians; Army -*10 officers; 

Navy - 29 officers; Air Force - 8 officers; and Marine Corps - 3 offi- 
48 trf\ 


On 1 September i960 the JCS approved the proposed organization, 
officially designating it the Joint Strategic Target Planning Agency 
(JSTPA),* and the initial Joint Table of Distribution (JTD) consisting 
of 50 military spaces to be added to the 197 SAC military personnel 
working in related areas. In one change, the JCS stipulated that the 
deputy chief of the SIOP Division be a Navy officer in the grade of 
rear admiral or captain. ^ </) 

Subsequently, as a result of the survey made of the NSTL Division’s 
Intelligence structure and the intelligence support agencies of SAC 

* On 29 Sept emb er i960 the JCS redesignated the organization as the 
Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff. (SM-957-60, ” Strategic 
Target Planning,” 29 Sep 60.) 
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Headquarters, at the Chief of Naval Operation’s request, the Deputy 
Director of JSTPS requested 69 additional military spaces, which with 
the exception of 5 airmen from the Air Force were to he furnished By 
the Navy and Army. Forty of these were to he assigned to Headquarters 
SAC Intelligence functions and 29 to the JSEPS. 50 After review, the 
JCS approved the interim augmentation of 29 military personnel and 3 
civilian spaces, hut disapproved the additional 40. 5 (/) 

The organization to prepare the first NSPL and SIOP was assembled 
in haste because the SecDef had ordered the two documents completed by 
14 December i960. Emphasis had been placed on acquiring the best 
people freon the services to do the job; not much analysis' had been 
made of existing capability within the SAC staff. But with completion 
of the initial NSTL and SIOP* the organization could be adapted for the 
future, i.e., the work of keeping the documents current. General Power 
recommended a reduction; the non-SAC authorization would be reduced 
from 83 to T5 spaces and SAC personnel in a dual function status would 
be cut frem 219 to 111. He also asked that the number of permanent 
representatives of the GINCs be held to a minimum. 52 (J) 

The Army and Navy did not agree. The Chief of Naval Operations ; 
did not think it adequately represented all services at all levels, but 
favored the Air Force. Because the duties of the NSTIt Division concerned 
primarily intelligence and target selection, in the Navy’s opinion all 

* The preparation of these documents will he treated later in this 

history. 
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services should "be e qual ly represented. Neither did Admiral Burke 
favor the proposal to reduce the number of the CINC representatives, 
preferring instead to leave their appointment to the discretion of the 
commander concerned. Injecting a new feature, the CNO recommended cre¬ 
ation of an intelligence panel, with representatives from the CINCs, 
the services, the Joint Staff, and the Central Intelligence Agency, 

". . .to provide the broadest and most expert intelligence base which 
can be achieved to support the SIOP. The Army did not think the 
proposed manning met the criteria of a joint staff, nor did it agree 
with maintaining SAC officers with two jobs in key positions, except 
for the DSEP. It recommended equals representation among.services in 
the NSTL Division and proportional representation (based on committed 
forces) in the SIOP Division.^ (jtf) 

The DSTP argued that existing JCS guidance for creation of joint t-- 
1 

staffs did not provide precedent for assignment of joint staff respon¬ 
sibilities to a specified command. He defended the JTD as representing 
his interpretation of JCS guidance; it was the most economical, made 
the most efficient use of space and technlcal^equipment, and most ad¬ 
hered to the composition of forces and weapons assigned to the plan. 

He had not used forces submitted to the plan as a basis for represen¬ 
tation if he had the Navy and Marine Corps would have been reduced by 
one-half. In the document l4 key positions out of 3^ were identified 

as Array, Navy, or Marine Corps (^1 per cent). Although the DSPP had 
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no requirenent for an intelligence panel, he welcomed, the addition of 
one intelligence officer from each of the CINCs to monitor SIOP intel¬ 
ligence, and he agreed to the addition of 10 personnel,to provide 11 con¬ 
fidence" and coordination of intelligence "by unified and specified ccm- 
(y) 

manders.” (0j 


After considering une new proposal and the above c omme nts "by the 
services, the new SecDef, Robert S. McNamara, notified General Power 
that he had "complied fully" with directives issued by Secretary Gates, 
but that he should realign the JTD using the following guidance:^ 


A. Persons occupying key positions in the NSTL Divi¬ 
sion of JSTPS will be assigned no other duties. 

(jt) 

B. Key positions in the NSTL Division will be filled 

/ by the best qualified officers regardless of their 

service affiliation, (ft) 

C. Key positions in the SIOP Division will be filled 
J by service representatives essentially in propor¬ 
tion no the forces each service provides for the 
execution of the SIOP. (sfi 

D. The JSTPS should be organized so as to receive, 
evaluate and utilize pertinent Intelligence from 
all available resources. However, no 'Joint 
Intelligence Review Panel' appears necessary. 


The revised JTD submitted 2T_^il_l§6l was essentially the same 
basic organization as proposed in January: 34 key positions and a 
total of 136 military and civilian personnel. Sixteen positions in 
the NSFL Division, however, were identified as "no service specified"; 






the "best guallfied would be chosen for these posts irrespective of ser- | 

57 1 

vice. In the DSTF's opinion, the guiding principle of the JSTPS or- 

ganization was "... that of service representation proportional to ( 

58 

the service forces involved,"' The organization as submitted was ap- j 

proved by the JCS on 14 June.^ «oo 

s 

! 

Preparation of SIOP-62 j 

I 

General Power, in his capacity as DSDP, was guided by the National - 


Strategic Targeting and Attach Policy (NSTAF), a JCS document which 
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formed the core of this nation's strategic strike planning./ (Specific 

t T-r r* - if ft* ?/ t 4 W*V| J *3ht/i r u' y I W 

/ objectives of this polloy were to destroy or neutralize 3inO“Sovlet 

■i 

•' Bloc strategic strike forces and major military and government control 


1 centers, and to strike urban-industrial centers to achieve the level _J 
> “5? 1 ' r * T ’ ’ ' » 

These objectives were to be 
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v of destruction indicated in Study 
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accomplished by integrating strategic forces and directing them against 
a minimum list of targets.^' ° 

The first task of the JSDPS after its organization was to determine 
what targets were to be attacked. On 18 August General Power directed 
his Directorate of Intelligence to prepare a preliminary target list. 

At the initial meeting of the Staff six days later Intelligence pre¬ 
sented a working list, known as the National Strategic Target Data Base 
(NSTBB) of about 



* Prcm this list a team of experts from NSTL Division and the CINCs \ 
v. eventually prepared the final list. 
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[Parker insured that the targeting needs of b^^JSOOb were satisfied. 
General Power wanted the final list to include only targets which had 

Basic to the preparation of fre HSDi was the JSIEB, a ampliation 

the CCm " 

biiied knowledge of U.S. intelligence sources. By a process of refine¬ 
ment the h ighest priority jt argets in this target data base eventually 
comprised the HSEL. After assigning a relative worth to the targets 
in the base by means of a target weighing system/?)the Process of devel¬ 
oping desired ground zeros (DQZs) began< 
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_weapons available, which would accomplish objectives set down in the \ 

!l . 62 * 
l NSTAP, was thus developed* Upon couplet ion of the SIOP this list 


, contalne 
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Concurrent with work on the target system, personnel of the SIOP 
Division and CINC representatives analyzed capabilities of forces sub¬ 
mitted by the CINCs preparatory to applying these forces to the target 
system.* Only forces and capabilities existing in December i960 were 

considered in the SIOP-62. Reliability planning factors for each wea- 

1 

pon system were also determined and submitted to the Policy Committee 
for approval. 

In the middle of September i960 work began on applying weapon sys¬ 


tems gathered by SIOP Division to the DGZs prepared by NSIL Division 
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flPhe target system was divided into two parts—p. 
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Coordinating 


(Sec V to JSTPS Rpt 1, (7TCS Constraint^" to Memo for JCS, "Fallout 


Constraint Policy, 11 frcm DSEP, B-783T6 
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** This was a force of 87 k delivery systems (l¥*7 weapons) £2 


sentation to SecDef," 1 Dec 60 


1 (Br 
i, *Tol IX, 


(Briefing, "USEE, and SIOP Pre- 


B-77671.) 


*** Consisting of 1464 aircraft and missiles and 1976 weapons (ibid .). 
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^strikes was difficult because of the great variety of deliverysystems^^ 
and weapons targeted. For 'example, forces available consisted of such 
L ^ Vergent s y ste “3 as the B-52, the F-100, and the ATLAS and the Mace; 


I Detai ^ source data sheets were prepared on each sortie. They 
I contained information «T 


~X Affcer further detailed 


l fllght 5l an nlng ; the complete source data program was run through SAC's 


| T04 computer to 

1 M l 


J "I 

i J xurce cammanaers received j 

only those sheets directly related to their mission. At the tactical 
| unit, strike timing for individual sorties was extracted from the timing 
CtS! integrated into the individual combat mission folders. 67 (*T » 

After the work of applying committed forces to targets was com¬ 
pleted, damage assessed, and necessary refinements and adjustments made, 
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’; th8 NaDL Vas produced ' 113 waa ' a list of all National Strategic Target^ 
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Data Base installations to be attacked in the SIOP. These targets fell Jj 

into ~ 
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°n 1 December i 960 the SeeDaf, JCS, commanders of unified and speci-^ 
fled commands committing forces to the SIOP, and ether high ranking mili¬ 
tary and civilian leaders, 32 in all, gathered at Headquarters SAC for 
briefings on SIOP- 62. 69 Presented were the NSTL; operational concepts; 
enemy defenses; force application; assessment of sortie success, damage. 


and casualties; and dissents to the plan.^° ^ 


The complete SIOP -62 vas a detailed plan of vhat targets vare to 


be attacked,_ by vhat forces, and in what manner during the initial stra- 

*■***- 4 


teeiC conflict- 


ing guidance contained In the Joint Strategic Cauahllitlea P lan, sight 


annexea represented the hey portions of the plans Intelligence, re- 


sponslbilitieg and command relationships, atomic, 


concept of operations. 
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coordinating instructions, strike timing, cc-unioaticns, and adainia- 

J?! 1 ™ ■ v f^ wrmg'Bspiti; ssasar v 

'■ re8SrVe ^ the Pr ' r ° gA ’ lTe ° f «» Plan into effect. Its mission ’ 


was to 


: 72 


\ 


a. 

b. 
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Destroy or neutralize the Sino-Soviat strategic 
nuclear capability and. primary military and 
government controls of major importance, 

tS a q?no h ? “h ban-industrial centers of 
the Sino-Soviet Bloc to the extent necessary 

qnJS ^r 6 T he §c - Q noray and render the Sino- 
Soviet Bloc inc apable of continui ng va r. 
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Disagreements with certain SIOP-62 planning factors were presented 


at the briefing by CINCLant's senior representative to the JCS, Rear 

Admiral J. J. Hyland. Although they had earlier been resolved by the 

75 

DSfP, by JCS direction they were presented as part of the SecDef brief- 

76 r— 

ing. First, Admiral Hyland objected to what he called thef 
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rhe DSPP's decision of 31 October i 960 bad placed thi£^ 
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The SIOP-62 was approved wi thout major c h ange hy the JCS, SecDef, 
and the President on 2 Decem ber to' be effective 1 April 1961 .^ The 
plan went Into effect on that date,^ 


The Single Integrated Operational Plan for 1962 represented a unique 
advancement in war planning. Prior to its development, atomic targeting 
was coordinated after the fact, handicapping mutual support and economy 

of jforce. After lengthy consideration of the issue by the JCS produced 

« 

no unanimity of opinion, the Chairman proposed a national strategic tar¬ 
geting policy. The Secretary of Defense accepted this plan and directed 
it be used as guidance by CINCSAC in his new capacity as Director of 
Strategic Target Planning. In his decision of l 6 August i 960 , the Sec¬ 
retary decided a strategic command was not needed, but neither did he 
think target planning could be done within existing JCS capabilities. 

He created the Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff, responsible to -- 


the JCS, but located at Headquarters SAC. The JSTPS replaced the World- 

C I !.*»■&>«?,' 

Wide Coordination Conference method of planning coordination,/AlthoughT 
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^ Working with a short deadline, a nucleus of SAC offi¬ 

cers, assisted hy officers of other services assigned to the new organi¬ 
zation, produced the first NSIL and SIOP m less than four months. As 
expected, the process was not completed without differences arising 
from diverse service concepts, hut they did not interfere with submis¬ 
sion of the final plan to the SecDef on 1 December and its acceptance 
at that time. The JSTPS was not a panacea for all the problems of nuc¬ 
lear strike coordination, but it was a beginning, a foundation for future 
development. 


* See JCS 2056/251, "Coordination of Atomic Operations," 11 May 6l 
[Decision on study by J-3], B-79820. The total effect of SIOP on 
the atomic co ordinati on system could not be accurately evaluated 

/CT/\ JJBtli-i^tfiK—Cfflpletion of the world-wide atomic exercise scheduled 
{ly <for September 1961^ - 
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